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SECTION 3
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND DOE RESPONSES

This section presents a side-by-side display of the comments received by DOE during the public comment
period on the Draft TC & WM EIS and the DOE response to each comment. Letters have been reproduced as
they were received. To find a specific commentor or comment in the following pages, search the Index of
Public Officials and Interest Groups or the List of Commentors that follows the Table of Contents to identify
the page numbers on which the comments and DOE responses appear. In many cases, individual commentors
submitted similar comments on a particular subject. DOE’s responses to similar comments are the same.
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Commentor No. 1: Martin Bensky

From: Martin Bensky [mbensky@msn.com]

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 7:10 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Cc: Alan Waltar; Darrell Fisher; Gary Troyer; Gerry Woodcock; Mike Fox; Wanda
Munn; Tony Brooks; Ralph Johnson; John Boland; Fred Mann; Abe vLuik
Subject: Radiologic Risk

Perusing the TC&WM EIS, | am unable to judge whether the results shown in
Figs. S-15 through S-22 are credible or not since | am not told what magnitude

of radiation dose is related to the stated risk. Most knowledgeable scientists
have long since rejected the Linear/No Threshold (LNT) Hypothesis since it has
found no supporting data, and abundant conflicting data, in the 60 or so years
since the hypothesis was proposed. If this hypothesis was used as the basis for
estimating the indicated risk, | strongly object to its use. Of great importance to
selection of a closure mode is the fact that, based on your data and my estimate
of logical adjustments to your use of the LNT, realistic relationships between dose
and incidence of cancer would result in the selection of no-action as the logical
choice in every instance. This, of course, has enormous impact on the cost of tank
closure and waste management.

Martin Bensky

2121 Briarwood Ct.
Richland, WA 99354
(XXX) XXX-XXXX
mbensky@msn.com

1-2

1-3

Regarding the application of the Linear/No Threshold model, risk coefficients
used in this 7C & WM EIS are those recommended in Federal Guidance Report
No. 13, Cancer Risk Coefficients for Environmental Exposure to Radionuclides,
and that report employs the Linear/No Threshold model. In the report, the EPA
notes that several expert panels have concluded that the Linear/No Threshold
model is sufficiently consistent with current information on carcinogenic effects
of radiation that its use is scientifically justifiable for the purpose of estimating
risks from low-dose radiation.

DOE believes that long-term actions are required to permanently reduce the risk
to human health and the environment posed by the waste in the tank systems.

DOE agrees that any path forward on tank closure and waste management will
have substantial cost implications. The Summary, Section S.6, and Chapter 2,
Section 2.11, of this 7C & WM EIS summarize and compare the relative costs of
the alternatives. Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions will be based
on a number of factors, including health and safety, environmental, economic,
and technical considerations; agency statutory missions; and national policy
considerations. The decisions on the selected course of action and supporting
rationale will be documented in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days after

the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in the
Federal Register.
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Commentor No. 2: Jeanne Raymond

From: Jeanne Raymond [raymondj@peak.org]
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 8:05 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Closure of Hanford to all radioactive waste

DOE and interested parties,

As was agreed between Washington, Oregon, and the United States, Hanford
should be cleaned and shut down permanently. No wastes should be coming into
Hanford. Once the cleanup of past storage, spills, and waste left on the Hanford
reservation, the site must be closed to future importation. Shut Down Hanford
Forever. There must be no more threat to the Columbia River, upstream or
downstream, upwind or downwind.

Must we restate what has already been established? There should be no disposal
of new radioactive wastes at Hanford. Protect the water, air, and soil, as was
expected and agreed to by the three parties.

Sincerely,

Jeanne Raymond
Corvallis, OR
raymondj@peak.org

This is a message from the Department of Energy

DRAFT HANFORD TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) today announced that the Draft Tank
Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Hanford Site has been filed with the Environmental Protection Agency, and the
Agency'’s Notice of Availability of the EIS is expected to appear in the Federal
Register on October 30, 2009. This will initiate a public comment period extending
to March 19, 2010. The Washington State Department of Ecology is a cooperating
agency on the Draft EIS.

The National Environmental Policy Act and its implementing regulations require
federal agencies to integrate environmental values into their decision-making
process by considering the environmental impacts of their proposed actions and
reasonable alternatives for implementing those actions. This Draft EIS analyzes
alternatives for three types of actions: retrieving, and managing waste from 177
underground storage tanks at Hanford and closure of the single-shell tanks (SST);
decommissioning of the Fast Flux Test Facility and its auxiliary facilities; and

2-1
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2-1
2-2

2-3
2-4

2-5

Comment noted.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

Comment noted.

See response to comment 2-2 for a discussion on the transport and disposal of
offsite waste.

The purpose of this 7C & WM EIS is to analyze potential impacts of DOE’s
proposed actions to retrieve and treat the Hanford tank waste; close the Hanford
SST system; store and/or dispose of the waste generated from these tank waste
activities; decommission FFTF; and expand or upgrade waste management
capabilities to support ongoing and planned waste management activities for
on- and offsite waste to facilitate cleanup at Hanford and other DOE sites.
Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of
factors, including health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical
considerations; agency statutory missions; and national policy considerations.
The decisions on the selected course of action and supporting rationale will be
documented in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of
Auvailability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.
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Commentor No. 2 (cont’d): Jeanne Raymond

continued and expanded solid waste management operations on site, including
the disposal of Hanford’s low-level radioactive waste (LLW) and mixed low-level
radioactive waste (MLLW) and limited volumes of LLW and MLLW from other DOE
sites in an Integrated Disposal Facility at Hanford.

The Draft EIS includes several preferred alternatives for the actions analyzed,
including:

Disposal of Hanford’s LLW and MLLW onsite and deferral of the importation of
offsite waste to Hanford at least until the Waste Treatment Plant is operational,
consistent with DOE’s proposed Settlement Agreement with the State of
Washington; Retrieving waste from the 149 SSTs consistent with the Tri-Party
Agreement and landfill closure of the tanks; The down-selection of a range of
treatment alternatives that will provide for chemical separations and supplemental
low-activity waste treatment capability; and Entombment of the Fast Flux Test
Facility at Hanford, with some special case waste going to DOE’s |daho National
Laboratory for treatment and return to Hanford for disposal.

The Hanford Site is located in southeastern Washington State along the Columbia
River, and is approximately 586 square miles in size. From early 1940 through
1980’s Hanford’s mission included defense-related nuclear research, development,
and weapons production. DOE’s mission now is focused on the environmental
cleanup of the Hanford Site.

Additional information about the Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS
can be found at

http://www.hanford.gov/orp/?page=146&parent=0. Information about the ongoing
cleanup mission at the Hanford Site can be found at http://www.hanford.gov.

DOE will hold public hearings on the Draft EIS in Washington State, Oregon, Idaho
and New Mexico during the public comment period and will announce dates, times
and locations for the public hearings in the

Federal Register and in local news media at a later date. DOE will accept written
and oral comments at the public hearings.

Written comments on the Draft EIS can also be mailed to Mary Beth Burandt,

EIS Document Manager, DOE Draft TC&WM EIS Comments, Office of River
Protection, P.O. Box 1178, Richland, Washington 99352. Comments can also be
submitted via email at TC&WMEIS@saic.com, or by faxing to (1-888) 785-2865. In
preparing the Final EIS, DOE will consider all comments received or postmarked
by March 19, 2010 and will consider comments received after that date to the
extent practicable.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 3: Martin Bensky

From: Martin Bensky [mbensky@msn.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 2:44 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Cc: Alan Waltar; Darrell Fisher; Gary Troyer; Gerry Woodcock; John Boland; Mike
Fox; Wanda Munn; Tony Brooks; Ralph Johnson

Subject: Comment

In view of the enormous expenditure of public funds needed to implement the
selected courses of action, | believe the following questions should be answered:

How much cancer will be prevented by refusing to bring outside waste into Hanford
for burial?

How much cancer will be prevented by retrieving 99% of waste rather than a much
less challenging amount from Hanford tanks?

Is there any basis other than response to public outcry from anti-nuclear activist
groups for decisions that are irresponsibly extravagant?

The U.S. Department of Energy conducted a risk assessment that clearly
demonstrated that the modest risk to a nearby resident at some future time

was overwhelmingly due to waste that had already leaked from the tanks. The
contribution to risk from a tank suitably grouted with appropriate, inexpensive
materials was negligible. A rational assessment of the analytical results would
indicate clearly that retrieval and vitrification of tank waste is not warranted by any
sensible cost/benefit criteria.

| believe that no-action is the appropriate course of action for several activities for
which very expensive, potentially hazardous courses of action have been selected.
Worker safety has clearly not been considered in the decision-making process.
Use of public money for waste management demands that real risk, not perceived
risk, should be the basis for choosing courses of action.

Martin Bensky

2121 Briarwood Ct.
Richland, WA 99354
(XK XXX-XXXX
mbensky@msn.com

3-1
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3-2
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The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval
of the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Please see
Appendix D of this 7C & WM EIS for a detailed discussion of waste retrieval.

Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of
factors, including health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical
considerations; agency statutory missions; and national policy considerations.
The decisions on the selected course of action and supporting rationale will be
documented in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of
Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.
Waste Management Alternatives 2 and 3 include disposal of offsite waste as part
of the analysis. For more information on cancer risk associated with these Tank
Closure and Waste Management alternatives, please see Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.2
and 5.3.2, and Appendix Q, Section Q.3, of this EIS.

The TPA, a legal agreement between DOE, Ecology, and EPA, identifies

cleanup actions and schedule commitments, including tank waste retrieval

and vitrification milestones. As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.10, of this

TC & WM EIS, retrieving and vitrifying tank waste would reduce long-term
impacts on groundwater and human health. The importance of these-long term
impacts is discussed at length in Chapter 5. Further, Chapter 2, Section 2.11, of
this EIS summarizes and compares the relative costs of the alternatives, including
the No Action Alternative for tank closure.

See response to comment 3-2 for a discussion of DOE’s decisionmaking process.

Worker safety has been analyzed in the public and occupational health and safety
sections throughout this EIS. This analysis will be considered, along with other
environmental, technical, and economic factors, in DOE’s decisions, which will
be discussed in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of
Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.
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Commentor No. 4: Mike Fox

From: Mike Fox [mike@foxreport.org]

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 3:07 PM

To: Martin Bensky; tc&wmeis@saic.com

Cc: Alan Waltar; Darrell Fisher; Gary Troyer; Gerry Woodcock; John Boland;
Wanda Munn; Tony Brooks; Ralph Johnson

Subject: Re: Comment

Marty:

Those are some good questions. From our world of risk assessment and
management we should also be asking:

1. What will be the estimated costs of saving a life (in dollars spent per life saved)
around Hanford as a result of this multi-billion dollar safety activity and safety
expenditures? Some estimates of the total are now more than $50 billion.

2. How does this estimate compare with other state sponsored safety programs,
(highway safety, home smoke detectors, school safety, street safety, etc.), as
measured by the same factor, dollars spent per life saved.

3. Can we make a list of such risks to the citizens of the state, and list the dollars
spent per life saved for each risk, in descending order

4. | contend that the Washington State Health Department have their safety
programs funded inversely to the actual harm being done in these activities.

5. We do know there are more than 40,000 deaths per year in the State, a nominal
8000 of them cancer deaths. There are statistically significant excesses of several

types of cancer in King County, but the causes of these deaths are not related
to Hanford activities and thus are somehow less dead and more acceptable than
those who are.

6. We need some answers from the state.
Mike

4-2

4-3

4-1

4-2

This TC & WM EIS analyzes potential impacts associated with DOE’s proposed
actions and alternatives to safely retrieve, treat, and dispose of Hanford tank
waste; decommission FFTF; and upgrade/expand waste disposal capacity at
Hanford to provide for disposal of on- and offsite DOE waste. Chapter 2,
Section 2.11, of this EIS also summarizes and compares the relative estimated
costs of the alternatives. However, any estimate of dollars spent per potential
life saved would be highly speculative and is considered beyond the scope
of'this EIS. Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions will be based
on relevant factors, including health and safety, environmental, economic,
and technical considerations; agency statutory missions; and national policy
considerations.

Costs of state-sponsored safety programs are out of scope (not included) in NEPA
EISs and are, therefore, not analyzed in this 7C & WM EIS.

This TC & WM EIS includes analyses of potential human health risks associated
with the proposed actions and alternatives to retrieve, treat, and dispose of
Hanford tank waste; decommission FFTF; and expand waste disposal capacity at
Hanford to provide for disposal of on- and offsite DOE waste. Cancer mortalities
that are not directly, indirectly, or cumulatively attributable to Hanford activities
are beyond the scope of this EIS.
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Commentor No. 4 (cont’d): Mike Fox

From: Martin Bensky [mbensky@msn.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 2:44 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Cc: Alan Waltar; Darrell Fisher; Gary Troyer; Gerry Woodcock; John Boland; Mike
Fox; Wanda Munn; Tony Brooks; Ralph Johnson

Subject: Comment

In view of the enormous expenditure of public funds needed to implement the
selected courses of action, | believe the following questions should be answered:

How much cancer will be prevented by refusing to bring outside waste into Hanford
for burial?

How much cancer will be prevented by retrieving 99% of waste rather than a much
less challenging amount from Hanford tanks?

Is there any basis other than response to public outcry from anti-nuclear activist
groups for decisions that are irresponsibly extravagant?

The U.S. Department of Energy conducted a risk assessment that clearly
demonstrated that the modest risk to a nearby resident at some future time

was overwhelmingly due to waste that had already leaked from the tanks. The
contribution to risk from a tank suitably grouted with appropriate, inexpensive
materials was negligible. A rational assessment of the analytical results would
indicate clearly that retrieval and vitrification of tank waste is not warranted by any
sensible cost/benefit criteria.

| believe that no-action is the appropriate course of action for several activities for
which very expensive, potentially hazardous courses of action have been selected.
Worker safety has clearly not been considered in the decision-making process.
Use of public money for waste management demands that real risk, not perceived
risk, should be the basis for choosing courses of action.

Martin Bensky

2121 Briarwood Ct.
Richland, WA 99354
(XXX)XXX=-XXXX
mbensky@msn.com

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 5: Martin Bensky

From: Martin Bensky [mbensky@msn.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 4:06 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com; Mike Fox

Cc: Alan Waltar; Darrell Fisher; Gary Troyer; Gerry Woodcock; John Boland;
Wanda Munn; Tony Brooks; Ralph Johnson

Subject: Re: Comment

Of course it's sad that relative risk is never considered in this obscene waste of
public money. DOE should at least consider absolute risk, and on that basis, much
Hanford work and the decision to refuse outside waste cannot be justified. Which
kinds of cancer are statistically significant in King County? I'd like that information
as potentially useful back pocket trivia. Incidentally, my notes were submitted as
formal comments about the EIS. | think DOE is required to respond, though not for
quite a while.

Marty

|‘ 5-1
I

5-2

| =

5-1

5-2

Human health risks and transportation risks associated with exposure to radiation
are estimated for all of the alternatives evaluated in this 7C & WM EIS. These
risks are presented both in terms of radiation dose (using the unit roentgen
equivalent man, or rem) and LCFs (the probability of incurring a future

cancer that results in a death). Consistent assumptions are used to analyze

the alternatives to allow a meaningful comparison of the associated risks.

Such comparisons are considered relative; while the absolute risk for a single
alternative could be in question due to lack of data, the uncertainty of future
decisions, or other uncertainties, the risks associated with each of the alternatives
can still be compared because the same assumptions are used for analysis.

The TC & WM EIS Summary shows the risks for each alternative; these risks
are compared in relative terms in Section S.5.5 and related subsections. The
Summary, Section S.5.5.3, Disposal of Offsite Waste, states, ““...receipt of
offsite waste streams that contain specified amounts of certain radionuclides,
specifically, iodine-129 and technetium-99, could have an adverse impact

on the environment. Comparison of human health impact estimates at the
IDF-East barrier under Waste Management Alternative 2 for Tank Closure
Alternative 2B, with and without offsite waste (see Figure S—22), illustrates this
finding. Estimates of peak radiological risk for Waste Management Alternative 2,
including disposal of offsite waste at IDF-East, are a factor of approximately
six higher than those under Waste Management Alternative 2, with offsite waste
removed.” Based on this conclusion, DOE proposes, as part of the Preferred
Alternative for waste management, that receipt and disposal of offsite waste be
delayed, at least until the WTP is operational (74 FR 67189), except for certain
limited exemptions.

DOE will be deferring the decision on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE
sites to Hanford for disposal (with some limited specific exceptions), at least
until the WTP is operational, subject to appropriate NEPA review. For a more
comprehensive discussion on the transport and disposal of offsite waste, see
Section 2.1 of this CRD.

This TC & WM EIS includes analyses of potential human health risks associated
with the proposed actions and alternatives to retrieve, treat, and dispose

of Hanford tank waste; decommission FFTF; and upgrade/expand waste
disposal capacity at Hanford to provide for disposal of on- and offsite DOE
waste. DOE is obligated to fulfill its responsibilities to protect the human and
natural environment within the Hanford region, regardless of whether some
might consider cancer incidences in King County, Washington, to have a
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Commentor No. 5 (cont’d): Martin Bensky

higher statistical significance and warrant greater attention from public-policy
decisionmakers. Analysis of cancer incidence in King County, Washington, is
not within the scope of the analyses included in this 7C & WM EIS.

Consistent with CEQ and DOE NEPA requirements (40 CFR 1503.410 and
10 CFR 1021.313(c), respectively), DOE’s responses to comments received
on the Draft TC & WM EIS are included in this CRD, a volume of this Final
TC & WM EIS.
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Commentor No. 6: Martin Bensky

From: Martin Bensky [mbensky@msn.com]

Sent: Friday, October 30, 2009 5:14 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Cc: Bill Farris; Gary Troyer; Gerry Woodcock; Mike Fox; Wanda Munn; John
Boland; Bob Schenter; Clinton Bastin; Jim Paglieri; Randy Brich; Sid and Marlene
Sourani; Annette Cary

Subject: EIS Comment

The $12B cost estimate for the Waste Treatment Plant, which does not include
retrieval of tank waste or ultimate disposal of vitrified waste, is, among other
possibilities, sufficient to provide health insurance for approximately 300,000
children from birth until high school graduation. | recognize that it is not the
Department of Energy’s (USDOE) responsibility to assess whether resources
allocated to them represents the best use of those resources. Does USDOE have
the responsibility, however, to conduct risk assessments and feed results back to
their resource provider to let them know that the minuscule benefit of this resource
expenditure is unlikely to come anywhere near justifying the expenditure?

Anyone familiar with the simplest principles of Systems Engineering understands
the idea of generating information within one function and feeding it back to
previous functions to assess whether proposed actions are appropriate. In the
absence of credible risk assessments whose results have been clearly provided
to appropriate decision-making functions, the selected courses of action outlined
in this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) have not been shown to have any
legitimate, justifiable basis. Some organization, above and outside the USDOE,
clearly has not exercised their responsibility and authority to determine the best
use of America’s finite resources. If the selected actions proposed in this EIS are
implemented, | believe that USDOE and its oversight organizations have failed to
meet their responsibilities.

Martin Bensky

2121 Briarwood Ct.
Richland, WA 99354
(XXX) XXX-XXXX
mbensky@msn.com

6-1

6-3

6-2

6-3

Risk analysis is provided throughout this 7C & WM EIS. This analysis will be
considered, along with other environmental, technical, and resource expenditure
factors, in DOE’s decisions, which will be discussed in a ROD issued no sooner
than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS is
published in the Federal Register.

All of the analyses in this EIS, including analysis of potential risks to human
health and the environment, are available to, and used by, senior agency
decisionmakers in making future decisions. Courses of action, however, have
not yet been selected by DOE. Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions
will be based on a number of factors, including health and safety, environmental,
economic, and technical considerations; agency statutory missions; and national
policy considerations. The decisions on the selected course of action and
supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days
after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in
the Federal Register.

DOE believes it has met its responsibilities under NEPA and CEQ implementing
regulations to seriously consider the potential environmental consequences of
its proposed actions and the full range of reasonable alternatives before making
decisions about how to proceed.
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Commentor No. 7: Clinton Bastin

From: Clinton Bastin [clintonbastin@bellsouth.nef]

Sent: Saturday, October 31, 2009 1:22 PM

To: Martin Bensky; tc&wmeis@saic.com

Cc: Bill Farris; Gary Troyer; Gerry Woodcock; Mike Fox; Wanda Munn; John
Boland; Bob Schenter; Jim Paglieri; Randy Brich; Sid and Marlene Sourani;
Annette Cary

Subject: Re: EIS Comment

THE DOE HAS SPENT MORE THAN $1 TRILLION AND PROVIDED LITTLE

OF VALUE. IT DELIBERATELY SUPPRESSED THE REPORT CORRECTING
FALSE ALLEGATIONS BY ALVAREZ AND MAKHIJANI IN MIT'S TECHNOLOGY
REVIEW AND THE WASHINGTON POST ABOUT DANGERS OF NUCLEAR
WASTE IN ORDER TO OBTAIN $100 BILLION FOR JOBS, PROMOTIONS, ETC.

| USED THE REPORT FOR MY LETTER PUBLISHED IN TECHNOLOGY
REVIEW -BUT THE EDITORS ALSO PUBLISHED ALETTER FROM ALVAREZ

MISQUOTING MY LETTER IN ORDER TO SAY | WAS WRONG
DOE MAKES BERNIE MADOFF LOOK LIKE A SIDEWALK PICKPOCKET

SEE MY ARTICLE IN JUNE 2009 ISSUE OF NUCLEAR ENGINEERING
INTERNATIONAL, BELOW

DITCH THE DOE

The United States is the only nation that relies on a large federal department to
direct and manage energy and nuclear policies, programs, research, development
and related activities. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) was formed in 1977
to direct national nuclear programs, help resolve energy challenges resulting from
America’s loss of ability in 1970 to recover enough oil to meet demands, and
reduce atmospheric pollution from combustion of fossil fuels.

Instead it has spent about one trillion dollars and done virtually nothing to resolve
energy and environmental challenges. It has lost the ability to produce nuclear
materials needed for medicine, space exploration and defense and abandoned
its responsibility to manage used nuclear power plant fuels and dispose of
nuclear wastes. Major changes are needed to resolve energy and environmental
challenges, produce nuclear materials, dispose of nuclear waste, while avoiding
wasteful expenditures.

The process for change should begin with a decision by US President Barack
Obama to follow President Harry S. Truman’s example in 1950 when America was
faced with the need for a strong nuclear deterrent against military aggression or

a nuclear attack by the Soviet Union. President Truman listened to and accepted

| ~

7-1

DOE expenditures are beyond the scope of this 7C & WM EIS.
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Commentor No. 7 (cont’d): Clinton Bastin

recommendations from former Manhattan Project Corps of Engineers officers
who had provided direction for first and imminently successful use of nuclear
technology, by Dupont

President Obama, his energy advisors, energy leaders in Congress and
government agencies and others would meet with the engineers and scientists
who had provided direction for the safe, successful, well-managed programs and
initiatives of the Atomic Energy Commission, Energy Research and Development
Administration and Department of Energy.

THE GREATEST NEEDS ARE:
1. A national commitment

A national commitment must be made to a major increase in use of nuclear power
to generate electricity and development of technology for more efficient use of
nuclear materials. France uses nuclear power for 80% of its total generation

of electricity, while the US uses nuclear power for 80% of its pollution-free and
carbon-free generation of electricity but only 20% of its total electricity, and releases
three times as much carbon dioxide and bio-fuel pollutants to the atmosphere, per
person, as France.

Low-temperature, low-density energy sources such as solar, geothermal, wind, and
tidal will always be inefficient, expensive and unreliable for generation of electricity
for most industrial and domestic applications, and of limited availability in most
areas. Batteries, transformers and smart grids and meters for increased reliability
and availability will be complex, vulnerable, and add to the cost. The energy
needed to build, maintain and operate systems for generation of electricity from so-
called“renewable” sources (except hydropower)will approach and may exceed the
amount generated, particularly if distributed over wide areas.

2, Corporate management

Competent corporate instead of government management to produce nuclear
materials for national needs, manage and recycle used fuel from nuclear power
plants and dispose of nuclear wastes. There have been great improvements

in safety and performance of nuclear power plants in the US since the accident
at Three Mile Island by the commitment to excellence and understanding of
operations by plant operators, coordinated by the Institute of Nuclear Power
Operations, with improved oversight by the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

The outstanding safety and success of Dupont research, development, design,
construction and operations at the Savannah River Plant (SRP) were the result of
corporate management by Dupont comparable to that for its commercial activities.
The repository investigated and planned by Dupont for final disposal of nuclear
waste at SRP was unique in the US in that formidable, measurable, geologic

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 7 (cont’d): Clinton Bastin

barriers provided full assurances of isolation for geologic periods of time and a
committee of state political and technical leaders appointed by the state governor
supported the investigation and plan.

In the 1960s, Dupont’s reprocessing facilities were the best in the world due to
their capability for remote, rapid replacement of failed equipment, rapid restart after
shutdown, and containment of radioactivity under all conditions, including fires and
explosion.

3. Better systems

Better systems are needed for development and direction of energy and nuclear
policies. : Armed with better understanding of science, energy, and nuclear
technology and the importance of competent corporate management, President
Obama would announce the commitment to increased use of nuclear power to
generate electricity, resume the downsizing of the DOE that was underway during
the Clinton Administration, and form the US Energy and Nuclear Technology Policy
Board

This nine-member board of experts would develop and direct national energy

and nuclear policies and programs. Five members would be appointed by The
President with the advice and consent of the Senate, two would be ex-officio,
representing the majority and majority leaders of House and Senate energy
committees, one would be appointed by the Edison Electric Institute and one by
the Business Roundtable Appointed members would serve seven-year, overlapping
terms and meet bimonthly or more often to review energy and nuclear policies
and programs and make decisions or recommendations for changes as needed.
A full-time staff of about 15 engineers and/or scientists with appropriate support
would continually review energy and nuclear programs and inform the board. Two
or three national laboratories under board direction and oversight would perform
research and development in support of nuclear material production, reprocessing
and related activities.

Clinton Bastin, Chemical Engineer/Nuclear Scientist US Department of Energy
(retired)
clintonbastin@bellsouth.net
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Commentor No. 8: Jerry Johnson

October 27, 2009
6621 W. Victoria Ave.
Kennewick, WA 99336

Dear Ms Burandt:

I read the article in today’s paper about the clean up activities at Hanford. With the
words about tearing down FFTF I am certain the supporters will once again try to keep it
going. I am convinced that this will never happen; the supporters fail to recognize some
technical issues that might not be able to be solved. So I wanted to provide you with
those issues for the record.

In the 1980°s I was heavily involved with FFTF. I had various management positions.
Two of them are pertinent to restarting the reactor. I decided to check my concerns with
a member of the ACRS (Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards) which is tied to the
U.S.NRC. This member of the ACRS confirmed my views in phone conversation on
June 25, 2009.

If FFTF were to be operated as a commercial facility it would have to be licensed by the
NRC.

When we were in the process of getting FFTF built and approved to operate
Westinghouse did considerable testing and analysis of potential reactor accidents. Two
of these were the LOF, which is a loss of coolant flow and the HCDA (Hypothetical Core
Disruptive Accident). The HCDA involved the analysis of various reactivity insertions.
Results of analyses and tests were presented to the NRC. While NRC certification of
FFTF via a full CFR report was not required we still went through all of the steps as if we
were going to apply for a license.

The reactor accident analyses were based on a series of tests conducted at the TREAT
facility in Idaho. If FFTF were to be reassembled such accident analyses would have to
be done again and if there were any changes in the composition of the fuel or
configuration of the pellets the NRC would require data to show that the accidents can be
mitigated by the various control and shut-down systems. It may not be possible to do
such tests today. So I feel that having an accepted reactor safety analysis will be a major
hurdle.

My other technical concern is with the state of the reactor vessel. When the reactor was
running there was a neutron flux gradient across the wall as well as a thermal gradient.
Upon shutdown of the reactor these conditions would produce a state of tri-axial stress in
various parts of the vessel. A restart, following a very long shutdown, could result in the
formation of cracks because of the nature of that residual stress. We had a program to
monitor the structural integrity of the vessel and other components. There were some
assemblies that held surveillance samples of the materials used for the various
components, including the reactor vessel. These samples were used to evaluate the
mechanical properties of the steel; most notable being fracture mechanics tests.

8-1

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 8 (cont’d): Jerry Johnson

Now the ACRS would require the operator to show that the restart would not result in
formation of any cracks. The only way to determine this would involve the testing of
these surveillance samples. [ am not certain that they still exist.

The ACRS member told me that the licensing process takes seven years. Without
priority from the US President any new request for the licensing process goes to the
bottom of the list.

So my main concerns are these technical issues with the safety tests and the material
condition tests. I do feel that they could be “show-stoppers™. The rest of my thoughts are
only my opinions.

1 feel that getting a fuel fabrication system would be difficult but doable. The real issue
comes with the disposal of spent fuel and that remains a major issue in the US. Without a

viable plan for disposal it may not be possible to restart the reactor.

1 am of the opinion that the whole effort to get FFTF up and running would cost a number
of billions of dollars. What company would spend billions before getting any payback?

Finally I do not think that the reactor would survive on a single mission. The cost of
operating it might be prohibitive relative to the income from isotope production.

Operating FFTF as a multi-purpose facility would lead to numerous issues.

My viewpoint is that the best thing to do is to dismantle the reactor and move on.

Yours truly,

peghtr

Jerry Johnson
XXK-XXX-XXXX

johnson66@charter.net

Il 8-1
cont’d
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Commentor No. 9: Don M. Hallum
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9-2

Printing costs for hard copies of the draft EIS (and CDs) were approximately
$330,789; shipping cost for copies was approximately $34,194. In total,
approximately $364,983 was spent by DOE to print and mail copies, including
CDs, of the draft EIS.

Summary, Table S-30, and Chapter 2, Table 2—51, present the cost estimates
for only final-waste-form disposal under each of the Tank Closure alternatives.
These disposal costs compose a portion of the projected total costs associated
with each alternative, which are presented in Tables S-30 and 2-51.
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Commentor No. 10: Joseph John Bevelacqua

Bevelacqua Resources

343 Adair Drive
Richland, WA 99352
www.bevelacquaresources.com

bevelresou@aol.com

XXX-XXX-XXXX

BR-RL-0509

Mary Beth Burandt
EIS Document Manager
DOE Office of River Protection
P.O.Box 1178
Richland, WA 99352
December 7, 2009

RE: DOE/EIS-0391, Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact
Statement for the Hanford Site

Dear Ms. Burandt:

Thank you for providing a copy of DOE/EIS-0391, Draft Tank Closure and Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford Site. The document
represents a significant step forward in the Hanford cleanup, but omits essential elements
of environmental protection advocated by the International Commission on Radiological
Protection (ICRP). This is particularly puzzling since the draft EIS references ICRP 103,
which contains new, explicit guidance for environmental protection.

ICRP 103, published in 2007, provided revised environmental guidance initially outlined
in ICRP 91 (2003). Given the availability and publication dates of these documents and
the international acceptance of the recommendations of the ICRP, not including the use
of Reference Animals and Plants (RAAP) in the draft EIS is quite astonishing. In view of
the care taken by DOE in addressing the cultural aspects of the cleanup and the
importance of natural species in native cultures, not including RAAP in the assessment is
a serious omission that requires correction.

Correcting this omission would be relatively straightforward since ICRP 108 (2008)
provides a set of dose conversion factors that allows the dose to be calculated to RAAP
including organisms relevant to the Hanford Site. As defined in ICRP 108, these species
include reference deer, reference duck, reference bee, and reference wild grass that are
present at the Hanford site. Performing the requisite calculations would strengthen the
draft EIS and bring it into compliance with current international guidance. Addressing
these issues in a timely manner is in the best interest of the Hanford stakeholders.

10-1

10-1

This TC & WM EIS used the latest guidance from International Commission

on Radiological Protection (ICRP) Publication 103 (Valentin 2007) and the
benchmarks contained within are considered adequate for the purposes of

this EIS. The reasons for selecting representative receptors for the risk analysis
in support of this 7C & WM EIS are given in Appendix P, Sections P.2.1, P.2.1.2,
P.3.1.1.2, and P.3.2.1.2. Selected receptors are relevant to Hanford because

they occur there, including species that are important to native cultures. In
addition, some TC & WM EIS receptors were used in previous risk assessments
at Hanford, such as the Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment, and
other EISs. The advantages of using Hanford-specific receptors were judged to
exceed potential benefits of using international reference receptors, such as those
in ICRP Publication 108, because those benefits do not contribute to the primary
goals of the ecological risk analysis for this 7C & WM EIS, namely the unbiased
comparison of alternatives.
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Commentor No. 10 (cont’d): Joseph John Bevelacqua

I look forward to receiving the revised, final EIS.
Regards,

Dr. Joseph John Bevelacqua, President
Bevelacqua Resources

JIB/tms
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Commentor No. 10 (cont’d): Joseph John Bevelacqua

Draft Tank Closure and Waste Impact for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washmgton

establishes its own set of radiation standards. The various exposure limits set by DOE and EPA for
radiation workers and members of the public are given in Table K—1.

Table K-1. Exposure Limits for Members of the Public and Radiation Workers
Guidance Criteria Public Exposure Limits ‘Worker
(Organizati at the Site Boundary Exposure Limits
10 CFR 835 (DOE) - 5,000 millirem per yeard
10 CFR 835.1002 (DOE) P = 1,000 millirem per yearb

10 millirem per year (all air pathways)
DOE Order 5400.5 (DOE)® 4 millirem per year (drinking-water pathways) -
100 millirem per year (all pathways)
40 CFR 61.90-61.97 (EPA) 10 millirem per year (all air pathways) —
40 CFR 141 (EPA) 4 millirem per year (drinking-water pathways)
Although this measurement is a limit (or level) that is enforced by DOE, worker doses must be managed in accordance with
as low as is reasonably achievable principles. Refer to footnote b.

This measurement is a control level It was established by DOE to assist in achieving its goal to maintain radiological doses
as low as is DOE that facilities adopt a more-limiting 500 millirem per year
Administrative Control Level (DOE Standard 1098-99). Reasonable attempts have to be made by the site to maintain
individual worker doses below these levels.

Derived from or consistent with 40 CFR 61.90-61.97; 40 CFR 141; and 10 CFR 20.

Key: CFR=Code of Federal Regulations; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

®

o

o

K.1.1.3 Health Effects due to Exposure to Radiation

To provide the background for discussions of impacts, this section explains the basic concepts used in the
evaluation of radiation effects. Radiation can cause a variety of damaging health effects in people. The
most significant effects are induced cancer fatalities, called “latent cancer fatalities” (LCFs) because the
onset of cancer may take many years to develop after the radiation dose is received. In this
TC & WM EIS, LCFs are used to measure the esti d risk due to radiati

The National Research Council’s BEIR Committee has prepared a series of reports to advise the Federal
Government on the health ] of radiation exp . Based on its 1990 report, Health Effects
of Exposure to Low Levels of lonizing Radiation, BEIR V (National Research Council 1990), the former
Committee on Interagency Radiation Research and Policy Coordination recommended cancer risk factors
of 0.0005 per rem for the public and 0.0004 per rem for working-age populations (CIRRPC 1992). In
2002, the I y Steering Ci ittee on Radiation dards (ISCORS) led that Federal
agencies use conversion [actors of 0. 0006 fatal cancers per rem for mortality and 0.0008 cancers per rem
for morbidity when making quali or of risk from radiation exposure to
members of the general public. No separate values were recommended for workers. The DOE Office of
Environmental and Policy Guidance subseq ded that DOE p. I and use
the risk factors recommended by ISCORS, statmg that, for most purposes, the value for the general
population (0.0006 fatal cancers per rem) could be used for both workers and members of the public in
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses (DOE 2003).

Recent publications by both the BEIR Committee and the ICRP support the continued use of the
ISCORS-recommended risk values. Health Risks from Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation:
BEIR VII Phase 2 (National Research Council 2006) reported fatal cancer risk factors of 0.00048 per rem
for males and 0.00066 per rem for females in a population with an age distribution similar to that of the
entire U.S. population (average value of 0.00057 per rem for a population with equal numbers of males
and females)..- ICRP: Publication 103 (Valentin 2007) recommends nominal cancer risk coefficients of
0.00041 and.0.00055 per rem. for adults and-the general population, respectively, and estimates the risk
from heritable effects to be about 3 to 4 percent of the nominal fatal cancer risk (see Table K-2).
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Commentor No. 10 (cont’d): Joseph John Bevelacqua

Appendix K » Human Health Risk Analysis

Table K-2. Nominal Health Risk Estimators Associated with Exposure
to Ionizing Radiati

Exposed Population Cancerb Genetic Effects Total
Worker (Adult)c 0.00041 0.00001 0.00042
Whole 0.00055 0.00002 0.00057

4 Risk per rem (individual dose) or person-rem (population dose). For individual doses equal to o
greater than 20 rem, the health risk estimators are multiplied by 2.

b Risk of all cancers, adjusted for lethality and quality-of-life impacts.

© Ages 1864 years

Source: Valentin 2007, Table A.4.4.

Accordingly, a risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per rem was used in this 7C & WM EIS to estimate risk due to
radiation doses from normal operations and accidents. For high individual doses (greater than or equal to
20 rem), the health risk factor was multiplied by 2. In addition, nuclide-specific risk coefficients were
developed using techniques accounting for gender, age, and exposure pathway (Eckerman et al. 1999).
These coefficients, documented in the Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables database, were
adopted for use in evaluation of impacts occurring in the long-term period following stabilization or
closure of the high-level radioactive waste (HLW) tanks.

Using the risk factors discussed above, a calculated dose can be used to provide an estimate of the risk of
an LCF. For example, if each member of a population of 100,000 people were exposed to a one-time
dose of 100 millirem (0.1 rem), the collective dose would be 10,000 person-rem (100,000 persons times
0.1 rem). Using the risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per person-rem, this collective dose is expected to cause
6 additional [.CFs in this population (10,000 person-rem times 0.0006 LCFs per person-rem).

Sometimes, calculations of the number of LCFs do not yield whole numbers, and may yield a number less
than 1. For example, if each individual of a population of 100,000 people were to receive an annual dose
of 1 millirem (0.001 rem), the collective dose would be 100 person-rem, and the corresponding risk of an
LCF would be 0.06 (100,000 persons times 0.001 rem times 0.0006 LCFs per person-rem). A fractional
result should be interpreted as a statistical estimate. That is, 0.06 is the average number of LCFs expected
if many groups of 100,000 people were to experience the same radiation exposure situation. For most
groups, no LCFs would occur; in a few groups, 1 LCF would occur; in a very small number of groups,
2 or more LCFs would occur. The average number of LCFs over all of the groups would be 0.06 (just
like the average of 0, 0, 0, and 1 is 1 divided by 4, or 0.25). In the preceding example, the most likely
outcome for any single group would be 0 LCFs. In this 7C & WM EIS, LCFs calculated for a population
are presented as both the rounded whole number, representing the most likely outcome for that
population, and the calculated statistical estimate of risk, presented in parentheses.

The numerical esti of LCFs pi d in this envi impact (EIS) were obtained
using a linear extrapolation from the nominal risk estimated for lifetime total cancer mortality that results
from a dose of 0.1 gray (10 rad). Other methods of extrapolation to the low-dose region could yield
higher or lower numerical estimates of LCFs. Studies of human populations exposed to low doses are
inadequate to demonstrate the actual level of risk. There is scientific uncertainty about cancer risk in the
low-dose region below the range of epidemiologic observation. However, comprehensive review of
available biological and biophysical data supports a “linear-no-threshold” risk model—in which the risk
of cancer proceeds in a linear fashion at lower doses without a threshold—and that the smallest dose has
the potential to cause a small increase in risk to humans (National Research Council 2006).

K12 Chemicals

The reprocessing of nuclear fuels, the manufacture of nuclear materials, and the processing of fuel cycle
waste entail the use of chemicals. Some of the more-hazardous chemicals could pose risks to human
health, even to the point of being fatal, if they are accidentally released to the environment or if they come

K-7
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Commentor No. 11: Nancy Kroening

From: nancy newkirk [greeniefrost@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2009 2:34 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Hanford Tank Waste

Madeleine Cadbury Brown

Washington State Department of Ecology
Nuclear Waste Program

(XXX) XXX-XXXX
madeleine.brown@ecy.wa.gov

| am commenting on the Hanford change EIS. | support the comments of
the Washington State Department of Ecology’s comments. They sound very
reasonsble.

| am very concerned about the numbers of changes each year on the cleanup.
Some of these changes are positive and will speed up cleanup. However, when
changes slow down work and/or invite MORE waste into the Reservation, it is a big
problem

The reason | am so concerned is that our grandchildren spend at least a week

in Richland each year. We want cleanup to be done quickly, carefully, and with
science, not politics, as the basis for decision. We want wastes to be put in solid
form and stored so they will not further contaminate the land and water. We want
ground water to be protected as well as air. We remain surprised that there is still
so much waste to processed.

The people of Washington voted to keep new wastes out of the state. We hope
this will be honored. And, we hope that the residents of Tri-Cities will be protected
against exposure to radiation by being close to trucks carrying waste.

Thank you for receiving my comments.

Nancy Kroening

123 East Calavar Road
Phoenix AZ 85022
greeniefrost@yahoo.com

11-1

11-2

11-1
cont’d
11-3

11-3

Although beyond the scope of this 7C & WM EIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are of high priority to DOE and are conducted in accordance with the
TPA. This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for cleanup of all parts
of Hanford. DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

In general, this 7C & WM EIS does not include groundwater remediation activity
as part of the proposed actions evaluated. However, the cumulative impacts
analysis in this EIS does consider the effects of reasonably foreseeable Hanford
remedial activities (see Chapter 6 and Appendix U). DOE is implementing

an extensive, ongoing cleanup program at Hanford, as required under RCRA,
CERCLA, and/or the TPA, a legal agreement between DOE, Ecology, and EPA.
The TPA identifies cleanup actions and schedules, called milestones. The TPA
agencies completed negotiations on several Hanford cleanup projects, including
the establishment of 29 additional and/or accelerated groundwater and Columbia
River protection milestones and target dates.

Each Tank Closure alternative would produce a solid primary-waste form.

The transportation of radioactive materials and waste, both coming to and
leaving Hanford, must comply with the U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT) and NRC regulations that promote the protection of human health

and the environment. This includes requiring the use of certified packaging
that minimizes the radiation dose rate outside the transportation package.

As indicated in the 7C & WM EIS Summary, Section S.5.3; Chapter 2,

Section 2.8.3.10; and Chapter 4, Section 4.3.12, it is unlikely that transportation
of radioactive waste would cause an additional fatality as a result of radiation
from either incident-free transportation or postulated transportation accidents.
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Section 3 = Public Comments and DOE Responses

Commentor Number 12 is not included in this Comment-Response Document
because it is a duplicate of Commentor Number 10.
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Commentor No. 13: Gerry Pollet, Executive Director,

Heart of America Northwest

TO: TPA Agency Involvement Officers; DOE-ORP Manager Shirley Olinger: TCWMEIS
Manager Mary Beth Burandt; Ecology Nuclear Waste Program Manager Jane Hedges; Melissa
Nielson, Director, USDOE-HQ EM Office of Public and Intergovernmental Accountability

FR: Gerry Pollet, Director, Heart of America Northwest (gerry@hoanw.org / 206-382-1014 /
XXX-XXX-XXXX cell)

Date: December 28, 2009

RE: Collaborative Planning Needed for Public Hearings on the Tank Closure and Waste
Management EIS --- Date and location setting for hearings needs collaboration and needs to
comply with 45 day notice provision of TPA Community Relations Plan --- Goals for public
involvement not identified

CC: Ken Niles, State of Oregon Dept. of Energy; Hanford Advisory Board Public Involvement
Committee (PIC); Hanford Public Interest Network organizations

The Tank Closure Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (TCWMEIS) has been
identified and anticipated for years as the most extensive environmental review for the Hanford
site. Proposals for the most debated and long awaited decisions affecting every aspect of Hanford
Clean-Up, are formally dependent upon the TCWMEIS. The EIS has been anticipated — and
delayed for years. During this time, we have repeatedly urged that there be a dialogue regarding
the strategic goals for public involvement to be served by the TCWMEIS for a strategic Public
involvement plan for Hanford Clean-Up. There has been no effort to identify public involvement
goals for the TCWMEIS and to ensure that it leaves a lasting legacy of an informed public for
upcoming decisions.

We have repeatedly asked for collaborative planning for public hearings on the TCWMEIS. This
has not happened. Time is running out and a collaborative planning effort is needed ASAP,
starting with a conference call to identify:
e Hearing location and dates with 45 days advance notice;
e Pre-hearing workshops and information needs for various segments of the public in
different areas of the region.

The Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) Public Involvement Plan calls for collaboration in planning the
public hearings and involvement effort with a 45 day advance notice of the hearing dates and
locations. For the TCWMEIS, this 45 day period is vital given the need to adequately plan and
encourage public involvement, to allow ample time for drafting, publishing and mailing
materials; and, for a comment period of this great importance, huge scope (covering scores of
major decisions) and complexity — to allow time to plan and schedule pre-hearing workshops to
give the public meaningful opportunity to comment.

At the December 15 workshop in Richland for the HAB, I was disturbed that there was no
discussion of public involvement planning. At the end of the workshop, I asked EIS Manager
Mary Beth Burandt and TPA PIO staff to set up such a discussion. Ms. Burandt informed me that
USDOE management was setting dates for February — with no public or other input.

This is not acceptable.

13-1

13-1

DOE’s public involvement process for this EIS was based on CEQ and DOE
regulations for implementing NEPA; DOE Order 451.1B requirements; and
applicable DOE NEPA guidance (available at http://energy.gov/nepa). While
DOE is not bound by the terms of the TPA Public Involvement Plan in
conducting NEPA processes at Hanford, DOE nevertheless considered the TPA
Public Involvement Plan in developing the public involvement plan for the Draft
TC & WM EIS jointly with Ecology as a cooperating agency.

In response to the commentor’s request for more-extensive collaboration in

the 7C & WM EIS public hearing planning process, as well as DOE’s desire to
communicate with and involve the public in this process, a Hanford Advisory
Board (HAB) workshop was held on December 15, 2009, and DOE stakeholder
teleconferences were held on December 30, 2009, and January 5 and 6, 2010.
Public hearing dates and locations were identified and discussed, and it was
agreed that additional public hearings would be held in Spokane, Washington,
and La Grande and Eugene, Oregon. Pre-hearing workshops were also discussed.
In addition, DOE held a 1-hour open house prior to each public hearing to allow
the public to meet informally with members of the 7C & WM EIS team, ask
questions, and learn more about this EIS. Informative factsheets were provided
at these open houses.

A suggestion was made during one of the teleconferences to move the

planned January 26, 2010, public hearing in Richland, Washington, to meet

the 30- to 45-day notification goal under the TPA Community Relations Plan

(the January/February timeframe for public hearings was announced at the
December 15, 2009, HAB meeting). During the call, the Hanford communities
indicated their support for the January 26 public hearing date and their opposition
to changing it. In response to a request that the Seattle public hearing not be
scheduled for a week when schools were out, the hearing date was moved to
March 8, 2010.

Only one hearing location, in Portland, had paid parking available. However,
parking fees were waived by the hotel for hearing attendees, and DOE held
hearings in locations that encouraged university student attendance and
participation, such as Eastern Oregon University.

DOE mailed a copy of the draft EIS via Federal Express to every individual
who requested one. For those individuals who requested a printed copy of the
Summary, a CD containing the complete draft EIS and a Reader’s Guide also
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Commentor No. 13 (cont’d): Gerry Pollet, Executive Director,

Heart of America Northwest

If the TCWMEIS is to be used for TPA and state RCRA permit decisions, it must meet TPA
public involvement standards. Regardless of legal requirements, we expect that USDOE would
make every effort to meet the minimum expectations of the TPA Community Relations Plan and
engage stakeholders and the regulators in a collaborative effort to plan for meaningful public
involvement in the TCWMEIS comment period, starting with a collaborative effort to identify
suitable locations and dates with 45 day of advance notice for the hearings.

We ask that USDOE stop attempting to schedule the hearings without collaboration and
discussion. Please set up a conference call with stakeholder groups from around the region and
members of the HAB PIC to start the collaborative process envisioned in the TPA Community
Relations Plan.

Secondly, ensure that there will be a full 45 days of notice for the location and time of hearings.

Thirdly, use the HAB PIC to plan for a discussion setting strategic goals and objectives for
public involvement in the TCWMEIS, including, for example, how information regarding the
identified impacts from proposed actions and alternatives will be communicated both for public
comment on the TCWMEIS and for long-term use of this information in enabling the public to
understand and comment on future proposed actions which will rely on the TCWMEIS (e.g., the
decisions on tank closure, TPA and Central Plateau Strategy decisions; the Hanford RCRA
permit...). This effort should include pre-hearing workshops in various locations."

We propose a conference call with citizen groups, PIC and TPA PIOs, States and Tribes during
the first week of January to discuss how many hearings will be held, where they will be held
(e.g., including Spokane and Eastern Oregon)2 and when; to be followed by discussions 13-1
regarding the information needed to be given to the public and whether USDOE will commit to cont’d
pre-hearing workshops, and whether the agencies will prepare focus sheets on proposed actions
and identified impacts.

Forty five days of notice will mean that the hearings — if identified collaboratively by January
11", would start the hearings in late February,3 If this seems like an extended period of time, we
point out that USDOE had years of delay before issuing the EIS* and, months during which we
sought to have this discussion to no avail. After spending millions on the TCWMEIS, it is not
too much to ask to have USDOE actually plan collaboratively for public hearings and how the
public would be informed to offer comment.

We urge that the collaborative process begin ASAP to select dates and locations of hearings and
identify how public involvement goals for the TCWMEIS will be met.

! There was disappointment with the one workshop held by USDOE on December 15, for which there was no
apparent use of input for the agenda, no discussion of impacts, and no discussion of public involvement.
* In addition to hearings in locations used for scoping (Portland, Hood River, Tri-Cities, Seattle), we believe there
should be a hearing in Spokane and on the CTUIR Reservation or Pendleton or LaGrande, OR along the proposed
transport route for USDOE’s preferred alternative to utilize Hanford as a national radioactive waste dump.
: E.g., we would ask that hearings not be slated for the week schools are out in Seattle in February.
USDOE recently was in charge of selecting venues for TPA change hearings, and did so without the collaboration
required. This led to hearings where the public had to pay for parking, overcrowded venues and failure to use lower
cost meeting spaces that would have allowed increased attendance by university students (after the agencies

d increased ility for university students as an objective).
* people who requested full printed copies of the EIS have not received them. Publication and availability of the CD
version is not a substitute for the full printed version for people or organizations seeking in-depth review. Ironically,
USDOE has prepared a “Readers’ Guide™ to the EIS which is available on the CD, but was not mailed as a readable
document to people who asked for the Summary.

was attached to the inside cover. The Reader’s Guide was developed to assist the
reader in understanding and navigating through the full Draft TC & WM EIS, not
the Summary.
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Commentor No. 14: Edward Fredenburg,
Washington State Department of Ecology

From: Fredenburg, Edward (ECY) [mailto:Efre461@ecy.wa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, December 09, 2009 12:23 PM

To: Burandt, Mary E

Subject: errors in EIS

Mary Beth, a couple of errors for SAIC to fix in the final:

Page 5-302, Section 5.1.11—last sentence refers to Section 5.1.3. Correct
reference is 5.1.1.3.

Page 2-100, Figure 2-56: New DSTs are shown in Figure. Paragraph on Storage
on page 2-99 says no new DSTs would be required.

I| 14-1

|| 14-2

14-1
14-2

The reference to Chapter 5, Section 5.1.1.3, has been corrected.

The figure illustrating the primary components of Tank Closure Alternative 6B
has been revised to indicate that no new double-shell tanks (DSTs) would be
required.
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Commentor No. 15: Ken Niles, Assistant Director,

Oregon Department of Energy

From: Ken Niles [mailto:ken.niles@state.or.us]

Sent: Monday, January 04, 2010 1:53 PM

To: Burandt, Mary E; Olinger, Shirley J

Cc: Gamache, Lori M; Olds, Theodore E (Erik); Lutz, Karen
Subject: TC & WM EIS - Preliminary Comments
Attachments: TC&WM-EIS-OR_Alternative.pdf

Attached are some preliminary comments on the Tank Closure and Waste

Management draft EIS, focused on the tank waste treatment/closure alternatives.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ken Niles, Assistant Director,
Oregon Department of Energy

OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY
625 Marion St. NE
Salem, OR 97301-3737

January 4, 2010 Phone: (503) 378-4040
Toll Free: 1-800-221-8035

FAX: (503) 373-7806

www.Oregon.gov/ENERGY

Oregon S

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor

Mary Beth Burandt, Document Manager
Office of River Protection

U.S. Department of Energy

Post Office Box 1178

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Ms. Burandt:

The Oregon Department of Energy has completed a preliminary analysis of the draft
Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS).
In our initial review, we have focused in large part on the 11 Tank Closure alternatives
that are analyzed in the EIS. We reviewed each against the following criteria:

« Long-term protectiveness of the Columbia River, primarily associated with
preventing additional migration of contaminants into Hanford’s groundwater

« Compliance with the Tri-Party Agreement; meeting schedules for waste
treatment and requirements for quality of the final waste form

« Permanence of the actions (for example, durability of the waste form so as to
prevent future releases)

« Minimizing natural resource injury liability

) _ 15-1 | 151 Regarding the adequacy of the Tank Closure alternatives analyzed in the Draft
« Protectiveness of human health and the environment .
TC & WM EIS and the suggestion that the proposal put forth by the Oregon
While the various proposed alternatives provide useful information by analyzing and s . . .
comparing potential impacts and differences among the alternatives, to our concern we Department of Energy be evaluated as a distinct alternative in this EIS’ DOE
found that perhaps only one of the Tank Closure alternatives satisfied all of these has determined that implementation of such an alternative would be technically
criteria. Many failed most or all of the criteria (see Attachment 1). . . . .
infeasible as defined. Accordingly, the Oregon proposal cannot be considered a
The U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) recent decision not to pursue treating and . . s .
sending some waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant eliminates alternatives 3A, 3B, reasonable alternative and was not analyzed in detail in this 7C & WM EIS. For a
3C, 4 and 5. Notwithstanding that decision, each of these alternatives, along with five of more Comprehensive discussion of this issue’ see Section 2.6 of this CRD.

the remaining six alternatives, had one or more fatal flaws that prevented each from
meeting our criteria.

There are elements scattered within the range of many of the alternatives which, if
combined in a new alternative, would likely provide a preferable long-term approach for
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ken Niles, Assistant Director,

Oregon Department of Energy

successfully immobilizing Hanford’s tank waste, closing the tank farms, and protecting
the public and the environment.

Therefore, we propose and strongly encourage DOE to analyze the potential impacts of
the following new alternative:

Alternative 7 — (the Oregon Proposal

Tank Waste Storage. Continue current waste management operations using
existing tank storage facilities. No new double-shell tanks would be required,
unless there is a delay in getting the Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) operational.
New Waste Receiver Facility tanks would be constructed. These tanks should be
sized so that all necessary waste transfers will be possible, and to ease retrieval
operations.

Tank Waste Retrieval. Retrieve a minimum 99 percent of the waste from each of
the tanks. Determine on a tank-by-tank basis whether a final chemical wash,
mechanical removal step, or other additional retrieval is necessary.

Tank Waste Treatment. Construct and operate the existing WTP as currently
configured (two high-level waste melters and two low-activity waste [LAW]
melters). Supplement the existing WTP by expanding LAW vitrification capacity to
the extent necessary to complete LAW treatment no later than 2040. Do not use
supplemental technologies such as bulk vitrification, cast stone or steam
reforming. Pre-treat all waste streams routed to the WTP, and include technetium
99 removal in the pre-treatment process so that technetium is routed to the high-
level waste melter. Assume that no waste will qualify as transuranic for disposal at
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, but programmatically continue to pursue that as an
option for the near future for a limited amount of waste.

As a sub-option, DOE should analyze the value of using iron phosphate glass in
the second LAW treatment facility to determine whether that would provide useful
flexibility in treating some waste streams and also whether it would result in a
more durable glass form for those waste streams.

DOE should also analyze the impacts and benefits of using fractional
crystallization to remove the bulk of the non-radioactive waste from the tank waste
streams, in order to potentially reduce the volume of the glass waste form destined
for the deep repository. The separated sodium wastes should be treated to
destroy any RCRA hazards and to produce a waste form meeting the land
disposal restrictions under RCRA, the Atomic Energy Act and Nuclear Regulatory
Commission requirements for near-surface land disposal of mildly radioactive
wastes.

Cesium and Strontium Capsules. Do not include the cesium and strontium
capsules in the WTP waste stream. Instead, convert from pool storage to dry

15-1
cont’d
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ken Niles, Assistant Director,

Oregon Department of Energy

storage and continue to pursue ultimate disposal into a geologic repository in a
form suitable to meet the waste acceptance criteria for the facility as an alternative
secondary waste form.

Tank Waste Disposal. Store immobilized high-level waste canisters on site in
interim storage facilities until a national disposal facility is available. Assuming
shallow burial of the immobilized LAW will be allowed, dispose of vitrified LAW on
site. Since vitrified LAW may remain classified as high-level waste, flexibility will be
required for planning for its permanent disposal.

Tank Farm Closure. Characterize leaked tank wastes in and beneath the tank
farms, along with waste trapped between the steel and concrete tank structures
and in pipelines and ancillary equipment. Use that information to make a risk-
based decision on which tanks, pipelines and ancillary equipment have leaked and
whether contamination may have spread beneath non-leaking tanks. As
appropriate, exhume tanks to provide access to contaminated soils. This may
include leaking tanks, adjacent (clean) tanks in contact with contaminated soil, and
possibly some additional clean tanks that block access to heavily contaminated
soil. Sample and characterize the below-tank contaminated soils and remediate
soils as deeply as necessary. Build and operate a facility to treat contaminated
soils as described in Alternatives 6A and 6B. Replace removed, contaminated
material with clean soil from onsite sources.

After waste retrieval of at least 99 percent from tanks, pipelines and ancillary
equipment, fill remaining (clean) tanks and ancillary equipment with a highly
durable fill material to immobilize the residual waste, prevent future tank
subsidence, and discourage intruder access. Close these remaining tanks using a
landfill barrier designed to ensure long term permanence and isolation of the
remaining wastes. It may be necessary first to remove some soil and ancillary
equipment if there have been leaks from pipelines and other equipment.

Dispose of treated contaminated soils, tank shells and ancillary equipment on site
in a new disposal facility. Monitor the site using post-closure care.

Tank Farm Cribs and Trenches Closure. As single-shell tank farm closure
operations are completed, sample and characterize the associated cribs and
trenches (ditches) disposal sites. Remove-treat-dispose of the contaminated
materials and soils that exceed protectiveness criteria. Close the cribs and

trenches (ditches) using a landfill barrier.

We won't know whether the proposed Alternative 7 will meet the criteria that we have
identified until and unless DOE analyzes each of these actions individually and
collectively. We hope that DOE will agree to conduct that analysis.

We will provide additional written comments prior to the comment deadline that will
address additional details related to tank waste treatment and tank closure. We will

15-1
cont’d
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ken Niles, Assistant Director,

Oregon Department of Energy

also provide comments on the Waste Management and Fast Flux Test Facility
alternatives.

If you have questions or comments on Oregon’s proposed alternative, please contact
me at 503-378-4906.

Sincerely,

lir

Ken Niles
Assistant Director

c.c. Jane Hedges, Washington Department of Ecology
Dennis Faulk, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Shirley Olinger, U.S. Department of Energy Office of River Protection
Dave Brockman, U.S. Department of Energy Richland Office
Stuart Harris, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce Tribe
Russell Jim, Yakama Indian Nation
Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board
Hanford Advisory Board
Hanford Natural Resource Trustee Council
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ken Niles, Assistant Director,

Oregon Department of Energy

ATTACHMENT 1

Why Existing Tank Closure Alternatives Are Not Acceptable

Alternative 1 — No Action. Leaving the waste in Hanford’s tanks for 100 years and
canceling the planned waste treatment program would result in wide-spread
environmental contamination. Moreover, the “No Action” alternative need not be a stop
action alternative. It can and usually is presumed to continue the actions in progress as
the basis for which further actions are contrasted.

Alternative 1 is not protective of the Columbia River; does not comply with the
Tri-Party Agreement; there are no actions taken that would have a positive
permanent affect; natural resource injury liabilities are not minimized; and this
alternative is not protective of human health and the environment.

Alternative 2A — Existing WTP Vitrification; No Closure. Treatment capacity must
be expanded beyond the 2 + 2 configuration of the WTP in order to accomplish
immobilization of Hanford’s tank waste in a somewhat reasonable time frame. Treating
waste until 2093 would likely result in extensive tank leaks during that period and
additional wide-spread environmental contamination. Eventually ceasing administrative
control of the tank farms without closure would also likely have significant adverse
environmental impacts. Prolonging the treatment mission so as to have to replace the
WTP, the double-shell tanks, and other major facilities is not reasonable. This
alternative also excludes technetium 99 from pre-treatment. As technetium is one of the
primary radionuclides in terms of projected long-term impacts, we believe a robust
system must be in place to ensure that technetium 99 is diverted to the high-level
vitrification waste stream. Alternative 2A is a step backward from the existing plans.

Alternative 2A is not protective of the Columbia River; does not comply with the
Tri-Party Agreement schedules; natural resource injury liabilities are not
minimized; and this alternative is not protective of human health and the
environment.

Alternative 2B — Expanded WTP Vitrification; Landfill Closure. Our major objection
with this alternative is closing the entire tank farm system using a landfill barrier. That
does nothing to deal with leaked waste beneath the tanks farms that is currently in the
vadose zone — much of which will likely eventually reach the groundwater and
potentially the Columbia River. This alternative does include removing soil and tank
infrastructure down to 15 feet from two tank farms. We believe this is a concept that
should be expanded to include other tanks farms, but the 15 foot limit does not
adequately address contamination existing at greater depth in many if not all of the
single-shell tank farms. This alternative does include technetium 99 removal in the pre-

15-2

15-2

Tank Closure Alternative 1 (No Action) -- DOE developed the No Action
Alternative consistent with CEQ guidance. As described in CEQ guidance
“Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning NEPA Regulations” (46 FR 18026),
there are two types of No Action Alternatives allowed; one case where work is
stopped and impacts are evaluated, and another case where ongoing activities
are evaluated as a “no change” and continuation of the present course of action.
In 2003, during scoping of the “Tank Closure EIS,” the No Action Alternative
at that time reflected the implementation of the 7TWRS EIS ROD. Based on
comments received during scoping in 2003, an additional alternative was added
that, also consistent with CEQ guidance, reflected that work at WTP would end
and the waste would not be treated. This alternative is the current Tank Closure
No Action Alternative and the present course of action (i.e., implementation

of the TWRS EIS ROD) became Tank Closure Alternative 2A. See Chapter 1,
Section 1.6.2.2, Issues Identified During the “Tank Closure EIS” Scoping
Process, for more information on changes made as a result of scoping.

Tank Closure Alternative 2A -- Since 2003, one of the key treatment questions
related to WTP treatment has been associated with the treatment timeframe.

As explained above, Tank Closure Alternative 2A retains implementation of

the TWRS EIS ROD to address the current vitrification capacity presently

under construction. Alternative 2B was developed to address an expansion

of LAW capacity for the existing WTP. One of the key differences between
Alternative 2A and 2B with respect to treatment is for DOE to evaluate the
impacts of shortening the mission timeframe from 2093 to 2043 and resource
areas impacted by this difference. See Chapter 2, Section 2.5.2.2.1, Tank Closure
Alternative 2A: Existing WTP Vitrification; No Closure and Section 2.5.2.2.2,
Tank Closure Alternative 2B: Expanded WTP Vitrification; Landfill Closure, for
more-detailed information on the specific aspects of the alternatives.

Tank Closure Alternative 2B -- One aspect evaluated between Tank Closure
Alternatives 2A and 2B is technetium-99 removal in the WTP, which is a
pretreatment activity that separates technetium-99 and sends it for immobilization
into IHLW glass. Under Tank Closure Alternative 2A, the technetium-99 removal
is included, whereas under Alternative 2B, it is not. In comparing the estimates
of impacts at the IDF-East disposal barrier under the Waste Management
alternative that includes Tank Closure Alternative 2A waste with those under
Tank Closure Alternative 2B, it indicates that ILAW glass has similar potential
impacts, both short- and long-term, to ILAW glass without technetium-99.

The analysis further indicates that removal of technetium-99 and its disposal
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ken Niles, Assistant Director,

Oregon Department of Energy

treatment process, which would help get one of the longer-lived radionuclides into the
high-level glass.

Alternative 2B is not protective of the Columbia River; natural resource injury
liabilities are not minimized; and this alternative is not protective of human health
and the environment.

Alternative 3A — Existing WTP Vitrification with Supplemental Treatment (Bulk
Vitrification); Landfill Closure.

Alternative 3B — Existing WTP Vitrification with Supplemental Treatment (Cast
Stone); Landfill Closure.

Alternative 3C — Existing WTP Vitrification with Supplemental Treatment (Steam
Reforming); Landfill Closure.

None of these supplemental treatment technologies are demonstrated to be effective at
safely immobilizing the waste once disposed in Hanford’s soils. Bulk vitrification has
been demonstrated to not meet the “good as glass” criteria for the final waste form.
Cast stone as a waste form is greatly inferior to bulk vitrified waste. Steam reforming as
a waste form is greatly inferior to bulk vitrified waste and cast stone. Two of the three
alternatives also exclude technetium 99 from pre-treatment. All three of these options
have complete landfill closure of the single-shell tank farms, which we have already
indicated is not protective. DOE has also ruled out treating and sending some waste to
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, which effectively eliminates these alternatives, as they
were presented in the draft EIS, from further consideration.

Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 3C are not protective of the Columbia River;

ppl | technol are not protective because the waste form will not
sufficiently hold the waste over time (fails the permanence criteria) and does not
meet Tri-Party Agreement requirements for the quality of the final waste form;
natural resource injury liabilities are not minimized; and this alternative is not
protective of human health and the environment.

Alternative 4 — Existing WTP Vitrification with Supplemental Treatment
Technologies; Selective Clean Closure/Landfill Closure. This alternative calls for
supplementing the WTP with a combination of cast stone and bulk vitrification, which we
indicated above is not a protective form of treatment. This alternative also excludes
technetium 99 from pre-treatment. The closure combination of mixing selective clean
closure with landfill closure is the most reasonable closure alternative — although it
would need to be based on actual conditions in the vadose zone within and beneath the
various tank farms. The BX and SX tank farms may or may not be appropriate for clean
closure. Certainly other tank farms would need clean or partial clean closure. DOE has

also ruled out treating and sending some waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

15-2
cont’d

oft site as IHLW glass would provide little reduction in the concentrations of
technetium-99 compared with disposal as ILAW glass at either the Core Zone
Boundary or the Columbia River nearshore. This is because the release rate of
technetium-99 from ILAW glass is much lower than that from other sources, such
as ETF-generated secondary waste and tank closure secondary waste from WTP
operations. Thus, technetium-99 removal under Tank Closure Alternative 2B
would provide little benefit.

As for the removal of soil and tank ancillary equipment, the Preferred Alternative
(see Chapter 2, Section 2.12) describes how the landfill closure can be
implemented. Additional sensitivity analysis has been completed in Chapter 7,
Section 7.5, that evaluates soil remediation. DOE received comments on the
potential impacts of future remediation activities that are in various stages

of planning (which, given the inherent uncertainty, were not included in the
cumulative impacts analysis). In response, DOE performed a sensitivity analysis
to evaluate the potential impacts if certain remediation activities were conducted
at some of the more prominent waste sites on the Central Plateau and along the
river corridor. In addition, Chapter 7, Section 7.1, describes the closure process
related to the tank. In this section, DOE clarifies that, following completion of
the mitigation action plan and before implementing any closure actions, DOE
will develop a tank farm system closure plan that will be implemented for each
of the waste management areas. The State of Washington “Dangerous Waste
Regulations” (WAC 173-303) implement the Hazardous Waste Management

Act of 1976, as amended. These regulations provide the requirements for
decisionmaking regarding the cleanup and permitting of dangerous wastes. The
regulations define the state closure standards for the owners and operators of

all dangerous waste facilities (WAC 173-303-610(2)) and include references

to requirements for tank systems (WAC 173-303-640). Requirements for a
response to a leak or spill and unfit-for-use tank systems are also described
(WAC 173-303-640(7)). The regulations describe specific requirements for
closure of the tank system (WAC 173-303-640(8)(a) and (b)). This part of the
regulations provides a requirement for DOE to “remove or decontaminate all
wastes residues, contaminated soils, and structures and equipment contaminated
with waste” for the tank system. If DOE “demonstrates that not all contaminated
soils can be practically removed or decontaminated,” then closure is required
(WAC 173-303-640(7)). The closure plan will include a preliminary performance
assessment. The plan will be reviewed to ensure regulatory compliance

by Ecology and presented for public comment before approval as a permit
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ken Niles, Assistant Director,

Oregon Department of Energy

Alternative 4 is not protective of the Columbia River; suppl | technologies
are not acceptable because the waste form will not sufficiently hold the waste
over time (fails the permanence criteria) and does not meet Tri-Party Agreement
requirements for the quality of the final waste form; natural resource injury
liabilities are not minimized; and this alternative is not protective of human health
and the environment.

Alternative 5 — Expanded WTP Vitrification with Supplemental Treatment
Technologies; Landfill Closure. Tank waste retrieval to only 90 percent would leave
an amount of waste within the tanks that would likely eventually cause significant
adverse environmental impacts. This alternative also calls for use of cast stone and
bulk vitrification, which we have already indicated would not sufficiently immobilize the
waste for disposal in Hanford soils. This option also excludes technetium 99 from the
pre-treatment process. We do support the idea of further exploring sulfate removal after
pre-treatment to reduce the amount of vitrified low-activity waste. This alternative also
includes landfill closure of the single-shell tank farms, which we have indicated is not
protective. DOE has also ruled out treating and sending some waste to the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant.

Alternative 5 is not protective of the Columbia River; suppl / hnolog

are not acceptable because the waste form will not sufficiently hold the waste
over time (fails the permanence criteria) and does not meet Tri-Party Agreement
requirements for the quality of the final waste form; natural resource injury
liabilities are not minimized; and this alternative is not protective of human health
and the environment.

Alternative 6A — All Vitrification/No Separations; Clean Closure. The WTP is
currently being constructed to include pre-treatment and LAW vitrification melters. We
support pre-treatment to separate the waste streams and believe it is unnecessary to
treat all the waste as high-level waste. It also would unnecessarily prolong the
treatment mission to 2163, requiring eventual replacement of the double-shell tanks and
construction of two replacement Waste Treatment Plants. We also believe that clean
closure of all of the 149 single-shell tanks is probably not necessary.

Alternative 6A may offer the best long-term protectiveness of the Columbia River
over any of the other alternatives as all the tank waste is vitrified and disposed
off-site. However, the increased time to vitrify all the wastes increases the
chances of additional tank leaks during the treatment mission, which could pose
an increased threat to the Columbia River and would not be protective of human
health and the environment. It also does not comply with Tri-Party Agreement

schedules.

15-2
cont’d

modification to the Hanford sitewide permit. This process is described in
Appendix I of the TPA. A closure plan will be submitted for each waste
management area that meets the TPA compliance schedule and requirements,

as well as those of the state closure standards (WAC 173-303-610(2)) and the
TC & WM EIS ROD. Ecology will consider all EIS mitigation information

and any additional, relevant information when developing the closure plan. As
an example of the current process, the TPA has milestones for the completion

of a soil investigation for Waste Management Area C (Milestone M-45-61),
submittal of a closure plan (Milestone M-45-82), and completion of Waste
Management Area C closure (Milestone M-45-83). DOE will complete the soil
investigation to determine the nature and extent of the contamination. To inform
the decision process for closure, DOE will complete a Waste Management Area C
performance assessment and risk assessment. Following completion of the

tank waste retrieval and data collection activities for residuals in the pipelines,
ancillary equipment, and soil, the performance assessment will be revised to
include all data. This revised performance assessment and closure plan will be
presented for public review and comment, and the Waste Management Area C
closure plan will be modified and incorporated into the Hanford sitewide permit.

Tank Closure Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 3C -- NEPA is completed early in the
process and therefore information can develop during the process. Appendix E
of this EIS describes the uncertainties related to all of the supplemental treatment
technologies. In addition, Appendix E, Section E.1.2.3.5.1, describes the process
used for the supplemental treatment technologies evaluated in this EIS.

Tank Closure Alternative 4 -- In 2003, during the scoping of the “Tank Closure
EIS,” Alternative 4 was included to represent selective clean closure of the BX
and SX tank farms as representative tank farms with landfill closure applied

to other tank farms. The rationale for selection of BX and SX is included in
Appendix E, Section E.1.2.5.3. Under the treatment component of Tank Closure
Alternative 4, DOE wanted to evaluate the impacts related to the implementation
of more than one supplemental treatment technology (i.e., bulk vitrification and
cast stone).

Tank Closure Alternative 5 — Tank Closure Alternative 5 evaluates whether
putting a more robust barrier (i.e., Hanford barrier) on the tank farms can
mitigate the impact of not being able to retrieve all the waste from the tanks

(i.e., 90 percent retrieval of the waste). In addition, the analysis of 90 percent
removal of the tank farm waste evaluates the potential impacts if the TPA
retrieval goal of 99 percent cannot be met. Similar to Tank Closure Alternative 4,
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Ken Niles, Assistant Director,

Oregon Department of Energy

Alternative 6B — All Vitrification with Separations; Clean Closure. This alternative
may meet all of our criteria. It would depend in large part on the ultimate disposition of
the immobilized LAW canisters. Since there would not be pre-treatment to ensure that
the technetium 99 ended up in the immobilized high-level glass, if the immobilized LAW
were to end up in shallow burial at Hanford, the disposal environment may not
sufficiently contain the technetium. This could eventually lead to spread of technetium
into Hanford’s groundwater. In addition, this alternative presumes landfill barrier of the
cribs and trenches, which may not be protective. This alternative also proposes
complete clean closure of all of the 149 single-shell tanks, which is probably not
necessary.

Alternative 6B may meet all of our criteria, but not if the technetium ends up in
shallow burial at Hanford.

Alternative 6C — All Vitrification with Separations; Landfill Closure. This alternative
includes landfill closure of the single-shell tank farms, which we have indicated is not
protective.

Alternative 6C is not proi ive of the Columbia River and is not protective of
human health and the environment.

15-2
cont’d

DOE chose to evaluate a suite of supplemental technologies for potential
implementation. DOE also believes evaluation of technologies like sulfate
removal, which reduces the amount of ILAW glass produced in the WTP and,
therefore, allows earlier completion of treatment of tank waste, is a reasonable
alternative and meets the agencies’ objectives.

Tank Closure Alternative 6A — DOE notes the commentor’s support for
pretreatment of the waste into the HLW and LAW fractions.

Tank Closure Alternative 6B — DOE notes the commentor’s support for Tank
Closure Alternative 6B.

Tank Closure Alternative 6C — DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Tank
Closure Alternative 6C.
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Commentor No. 16: Valerie Shubert

From: Valerie Shubert [treraia@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2010 5:31 AM
To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Draft TC&WM EIS Comments; pt 1

This is very preliminary, since I'm still slogging through the EIS, but | wanted to get
started while things were still fresh in my mind.

First, | don’t think the comment period is long enough. This is a large document,
and there’s not time to read the whole thing with attention.

Second, | note that there’s an assumption that workers will be working the same
type of schedules during clean closure operations as they would be during landfill
closure operations. | think it would be worth considering hiring more people, and
setting up the same sort of team planning and choreography that NASA uses for
spacewalks. In this way, individuals would be exposed for less time, while their
expertise and experience could be shared with others.

Third, as regards vitrification: It should be noted that glass is a supercooled liquid,
and over time it flows. In glass windows over a hundred years old, the glass at
the bottom is measurably thicker than the glass at the top. When glass contains
materials which will be dangerous for thousands of years, there needs to be
some facility for (at least), turning the things over every hundred years or so, lest
the thickening at the bottom become severe enough that it may break out of any
containers.

There will be more comments later, but this is the beginning. Please send any
reply to this email address, as my SCN address has limited storage space.

Valerie Shubert
1420 Western, #409
Seattle, WA 98101

| 1o

16-2

16-3

16-1

16-2

16-3

DOE extended the Draft TC & WM EIS public comment period for another
45 days, for a total comment period of 185 days.

Appendix K provides information regarding the assumptions for determining
worker exposures and notes that they are based on full-time equivalent workers;
the actual number of workers engaged to implement an action could be different.
As stated in Appendix K, Section K.2, DOE and its contractors would implement
controls to limit the exposure of individual workers for all activities in accordance
with regulations and guidance (10 CFR 835; DOE Standard 1098-2008). Site
procedures and job control plans would incorporate the type of planning and
information sharing alluded to in the comment to maintain radiation doses as low
as is reasonably achievable (ALARA), using techniques such as planning work
to reduce time of exposure, increasing the number of workers, using shielding,
and employing remote operations. Chapter 7, Section 7.1.10, contains additional
information regarding methods to protect workers.

Vitrification of radioactive waste into glass is an attractive and technically
proven option because it atomistically bonds the species in a solid glassy matrix.
Because radioactive constituents are bonded within the glass structure, the waste
forms produced are very durable and environmentally stable over long time
durations; however, they remain toxic. EPA has declared vitrification the best-
demonstrated available technology for HLW disposal.
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Commentor No. 17: Mike Conlan

From: Mike Conlan [mikeconlan@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, January 22, 2010 3:19 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Comment Draft Closure & WMEIS for the Hanford Site

D.OE.:
1) 99.9 retrieval rate of tank waste! 17-1

Clean the area as clean as scientifically possible, allow no further radioactive
debris in Hanford until the area is clean, and the Hanford facility has the capability
to clean any waste that is brought to WA.

Mike Conlan
Redmond WA

|

17-1

17-2

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 6A and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of the SST system. Decisions made by DOE
on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including health
and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 18: Tom A. Williams

From: Tom Williams [wdhr@bmi.net]

Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2010 4:06 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Written Comments for January 26, 2010 Hearing.

Mary Beth Burandt, NEPA Document Manager
U.S Department of Energy, Office of River Protection.

Please ad my comments to the record for the hearing on the Draft Tank
Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford
Site, Richland Washington.

The Columbia River is the lifeblood of the Pacific Northwest. Assuring
its health is a high duty. Every effort should be made to contain and remediate
contaminants on the Hanford Reservation from polluting the Columbia River. It
should be recognized that preemptively acting on this contamination before it
is widely dispersed is more cost effective than doing so after it is spread out.
Containing radioactive contamination still in buried steel drums is easier than
containing this contamination in the ground water. And containing contamination
that has reached the ground water, but that is not yet widely dispersed is less
costly to remediate than when it is further dispersed. Thus to meet safe clean-water
standards and to do so cost effectively, it is necessary to properly do this work now,
sooner rather than later, before significantly more dispersion occurs.

This is a health safety issue and an economic issue. The Reservation'‘s
original mission provided for our national defense. This mission must now be
continued to protect our citizens from the after effects of this mission and it must be
done quickly to control total remediation costs.

Respectfully Submitted,
Tom A. Williams

18-1

18-1

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 19: Larry Gadbois,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

From: Gadbois.Larry@epamail.epa.gov

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 11:51 AM

To: Mary_E_Burandt@RL.gov; tc&wmeis@saic.com
Subject: EIS Question

Can someone please define “where necessary” as used in the EIS?
See below for more information. Thanks.

--Larry—
----- Forwarded by Larry Gadbois/R10/USEPA/US on 01/25/2010 08:43 AM-----

From: Larry Gadbois/R10/USEPA/US

To: “Burandt, Mary E” <Mary_E_Burandt@RL.gov>
Date: 01/13/2010 08:17 AM

Subject: Re: Copy of the EPA presentation

Thanks for providing support to EPA during our review of the EIS.
| have one question which | have searched and searched for the answer and can’t
find it. Maybe you or someone on your team can help.

In multiple places in the EIS where clean closure of the tanks are discussed, it
states that “Where necessary, deep soil excavation would also be conducted to
remove contamination plumes within the soil column.”

| can’t find the criteria which trigger “where necessary.”

I'd guess it means something like when contamination is greater than some
concentration but | can’t find that definition/threshold.

Can you tell me, where this this is detailed?
To get to the core of one of the issues | am struggling with:

| work on CERCLA cleanups. All our cleanup RODs which address soil cleanup
have two sets of cleanup concentrations.

One set, which applies to the top 15 feet of the vadose, is set at concentrations
which protect for direct exposure to humans and eco receptors. The other set of
cleanup numbers is designed to protect groundwater to MCLs and surface water
quality standards when the groundwater reaches the Columbia River. That is
mandated by the first two criteria of a CERCLA action, i.e. #1 protect human health
and the environment, and #2 comply with ARARSs (laws/regulations). So when |
read “where necessary” | can't help operate from my framework of “necessary to
protect groundwater to ARARs like MCLs”, but | can’t find an explanation anything
like that in this huge document. Hoping you can help......

Thanks Mary Beth.
--Larry Gadbois--

19-1

19-1

Not all of the HLW tanks have leaked or have suspected plumes; therefore,
deep soil excavation would be done only where plumes have occurred and
clean closure is necessary. This is the meaning of the term “where necessary”
in the sentence “Where necessary, deep soil excavation would be conducted

to remove contamination plumes within the soil column.” The definition of
“clean closure” is provided in this 7C & WM EIS in Chapter 9, “Glossary,” and
in a text box in Chapter 2. The tank farms are regulated under RCRA, so the
RCRA definition for “clean closure” is used, as defined in Chapter 9 as follows:
“clean closure — The premise of clean closure is that all hazardous waste has
been removed from a given RCRA-regulated unit and any releases at or from
the unit have been remediated so that further regulatory control under RCRA
Subtitle C is not necessary to protect human health and the environment. Under
State of Washington requirements (WAC 173-303-64) for closure of a tank
system, the owner or operator must remove or decontaminate all waste residues,
contaminated containment system components (e.g., liners), contaminated soils,
and structures and equipment contaminated with waste and must manage them as
dangerous waste as required.”
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Commentor No. 20: John Ritter

From: John Ritter [ritter@gorge.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2010 8:53 AM
To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Hanford

PLEASE, Do not allow Hanford to become a dumping spot for Nuclear waste......... Il 20-1
It has been PROMISED for years to be cleaned -up. The Columbia flows into our

Nation’s greatest & largest National Scenic Area, THE COLUMBIA RIVER GORGE 20-2
.......... Please , let's clean this spot up, and preserve this beautiful area.

Sincerely, John Ritter, Hood River, Oregon

20-1

20-2

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

With respect to the Columbia River Gorge, none of the alternatives would impact
the scenic aspect of the gorge or its status as a National Scenic Area.
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Section 3 = Public Comments and DOE Responses

Commentor Number 21 is not included in this Comment-Response Document
because it is a duplicate of Commentor Number 15.
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Commentor No. 22: Gary L. Troyer

PUBLIC COMMENT
January 26,2010
Richland WA

Draft TC&WM EIS which includes FFTF Decommission Decision

The subject EIS recommendations do not properly address emerging information and
needs of the nuclear energy industry. This is a requirement of an EIS in bringing forth
new information to the process.

Today, we find that the US nuclear industry is still needing fast neutron spectrum
research and development data. This was true when the Fast Flux Test Facility was
stopped in mid program in 1992. The need for data has only gotten worse since then. On
a daily basis we are seeing the US private sector being driven overseas to gather
information and embark on new innovations in those countries. Disallowing
encouragement and internal use makes for a long term loss of technology advantage and
employment.

Over time, several private and joint private/government proposals have been made for
utilizing the FFTF. All have been stopped for other than technical merit. It seems wholly
logical that based on US DOE actions, this property is excess. As such, the private sector
or local government entities should be encouraged to have first option on its future. This
alternative is not addressed in the EIS.

The recent dropping of activation funding for Yuca Mtn makes fast reactor research
important. It is becoming more evident with this new direction that such is necessary
fully utilizing this treasure trove of clean energy. If allowed, the FFTF fits this need.

Finally, due to our lackadaisical attitude and desire to unilaterally control proliferation,
we have emasculated a key ability to provide medical isotopes used extensively in the
US. Avoidance of using HEU for making the medical isotope %M Pe has not stopped
proliferation. It has merely caused loss of availability, generating less efficient methods
that require new development. Our reliance on foreign support is now hampering the
medical profession and public health. The FFTF has huge potential to resolve these
needs and has been proposed many times in that role.

As Energy Secretary Chu has stated regarding nuclear energy, we need to preserve this
resource “... to provide options for future policymakers.”
Sincerely

Gary L. Troyer
614 Cottonwood

Richland WA 99352
-

22-1

22-1

DOE issued a ROD (66 FR 7877; January 26, 2001) for the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear
Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production Missions in the
United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (Nuclear
Infrastructure PEIS) (NI PEIS) (DOE 2000a) wherein DOE announced its
decision that FFTF would be permanently deactivated. As discussed in Chapter 1
of this TC & WM EIS, Section 1.4.2, Decisions Not to Be Made, DOE is not
considering restarting FFTF. The scope of this EIS is to address the final
decommissioning of FFTF.
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Commentor No. 23: Claude L. Oliver

US DOE FFTF Decommission Hearings
Richland, Washington January 26, 2010
UNITED STATES DOE POLICY STEEPED IN "POLITICS" COSTING BILLIONS FOR TAX
PAYERS AND UTILITES and THOUSANDS OF JOBS GOING OVERSEAS

Testimony By Claude L. Oliver
Former Benton County Commissioner

One of the true regrets of my 30 years of public service for the people of Benton County, is
the continued action by the United States Department of Energy to destroy the Fast Flux
Test Facility (FFTF) and now abandonment of Yucca Mountain in Nevada with out
compliance of Federal National Environmental Protection Law. Both FFTF and Yucca
Mountain are technically connected and will cost tax payers, States, US DOE host
communities and utilities billions for decisions that are currently steeped in "politics" rather
than science.

President Bill Clinton's Energy Secretary Bill Richardson on the last day of the Administration
signed off on the Record of Decision for the Fast Flux Test Facility establishing a decision of
"permanent deactivation" of the fast flux. Mind you, this decision was steeped in anti-nuclear
politics with nearly all world scientists in the nuclear field offering shocked concern

that nuclear sci had been ignored at the of the worlds most capable and
newest multi billion dollar fast test reactor.

On June 5, 2002, a Blue Ribbon delegation coordinated by me with lead presentation

from Dr. Alan Walltar the head of Texas A & M Nuclear Science Department along with
Entergy Corporation made presentation to the President George Bush White House. Among
group accomplishments, Entergy Corporation, had just the day before, received the most
prestigious recognition, the "Thomas Edison Award", for being the nations best nuclear
power provider. The case based on real science was made with superlatives to the White
House.

Quick reaction by the George Bush Administration was d d through a July 15, 2002,
Under Secretary of Energy Kyle McSlarrow communication to the United States Department
of Energy, Richland Operation (RL). Mr. McSlarrow wrote that Secretary of Energy had
directed him to advise RL to proceed with "immediate decommission destruction” of the
multi-billion dollar fast flux test facility.

Strange, under freedom of information it was discovered that no such authority detailed in
the July 15 US DOE HQ memo had been officially given by Bush Energy Secretary Spencer
Abraham to start the destruction of US DOE, FFTF. As one might expect, Richland DOE
contractor Flour Hanford immediately hired Cleg Crawford under CERCLA contract to carry
out the illegal McSlarrow July 15, 2002, destruct memo. Crawford had a trade reputation of
getting the job done and if anyone got in his way they would be sorry.

US DOE repeatedly failed to embrace the spirit of the NEPA EIS process instead choosing
the CERCLA environmental process followed by it's contractor Flour. CERCLA is intended to
be used in an environmental disaster like Exxon Valdez spilling hundreds of thousands of
barrels of oil. Due to the urgency of the environmental disaster, the federal agency in lead is
not required to obtain any public input or factor any new critical information in the decision
making process, thus going CERCLA. Clearly, US DOE HQ by following CERCLA

violated the National Environmental Policy Law. that would have open the door for Nuclear

Tuesday, January 26, 2010 AOL: ClaudeOliver

23-1

23-1

DOE issued a ROD (66 FR 7877; January 26, 2001) for the NI PEIS

(DOE 2000a) wherein DOE announced its decision that FFTF would be
permanently deactivated. As discussed in Chapter 1 of this 7C & WM EIS,
Section 1.4.2, Decisions Not to Be Made, DOE is not considering restarting
FFTF. The scope of this 7C & WM EIS is to address the final decommissioning
of FFTF.
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Commentor No. 23 (cont’d): Claude L. Oliver

scientists, the public and the energy research development to express issues needing
address by the United States DOE and others.

It was obvious, by the fall of 2002, that the Bush administration was Hell bent to destroy the
Washington State facilities with active support from Washington State's two Democrat US
Senators, Patty Murray, Maria Cantwell, plus all members of the Washington
Congressional Delegation and US Senator Ron Wyden from Oregon.

US DOE ignored responsibility under the National Environmental Policy Act and with
all the political help and guidance it needed, drew up the largest small business award
contract in the history of the US Department of Energy to expedite destruction of the
Fast Flux Test Facility. So what about Federal NEPA law?

Nuclear scientists and the people of Benton County, Washington State watched as no
federal elected officials came to their aid as the Flour Hanford Contractor proceeded

with advancing the Fast Flux tear down project. So in desperation, Benton County took the
United States Department of Energy to Federal Court in November 2002, with Federal
Judge Edward F.Shea presiding.

Washington State's US DOE FFTF decommission process under CERCLA pretense was a
clear violation of National Environmental Policy Law designed to leave Nuclear scientists, the
public and the energy research development needs of the United States out of consideration
by US DOE and our federal elected officials.Federal Judge Edward F. Shea's February 28,
2003, ruled that,

“Prior to committing any resources to any one of the op for di
the DOE must prepare an EIS. {NEPA} 40 CFR 1502.2 (f). This ensures the
opportunity for public comment.”

Even with Judge Shea's ruling the people of Benton County were ignored as US DOE and
it's elected federal officials issued CERCLA contract B-294910 for FFTF tear down was
issued in early 2005. On August 31, 2005, | asked federal regulators, Government
Accounting Office and US DOE Inspector General, to review what Contract Issue authority
US DOE had to issued the FFTF tear down procurement contract B-294910 valued at $260
Million dollars. Result - US DOE lacked authority and the contract was withdrawn.
(Attachment #1)

US DOE's willful disregard of Federal Judge Shea's ruling was truly one of the low points of
my public service career only surpassed by our elected Senators and Congressman
watching with apparent approval. Sad commentary, Benton and Franklin County jails are full
of citizens with no real violation of law that compared to what US DOE and our Federal
Representatives have done to advance destruction of this incredible United States energy
resource capability.

As the Obama Administration rushes to destroy the Washington State Fast Flux Test

Facility and abandon Yucca Mountain without required NEPA li: the United
States will loose the near term lear fuels | ion capability that the
FFTF, multi-billion dollar complex, offers wh|ch could preclude the very need for
Yucca Mountain 10,000 year storage. The for President Obama's

political decision are in the billions with glass vitrification from Hanford that was to go
to Nevada being orphaned (See Attach t #2 Claude Oliver Energy Communities
Alliance 8-18-09 letter).

Tuesday, January 26, 2010 AOL: ClaudeOliver
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Commentor No. 23 (cont’d): Claude L. Oliver

President Barack Obama stated on October 15, 2009, in New Orleans:

"There is no reason why technologically we can't employ nuclear energy in a safe and
effective way. Japan does it and France does, and it doesn't have greenhouse gas
emissions, so it would be stupid for us not to do that in a much more effective

way." (Attachment #3)

So in closing, your answers are requested to the following unanswered issues that will be
directly affected by the US DOE decision on the proposed FFTF decommission:

1. Do any of you know what President Barack Obama meant with his comment "that it would
be stupid for us not to do that (employ nuclear energy) in a much more effective

way." (Attachment #3)? If you do not, then what does President Obama's statement mean in
the context of the US DOE current plan to do away with a vital FFTF nuclear R&D facility?

2. If President Obama is serious about his New Orleans, "employ nuclear energy"
statement, does President Obama understands the need for nuclear research and
development that the FFTF could do for the United States to advance his embrace of nuclear
energy employment?

3. Why did US DOE ignore Federal Judge Shea's ruling to do the FFTF NEPA EIS public
process to the point of defying US DOE's court statements given to Judge Shea that US
DOE was only, "Planning to Plan" US DOE FFTF decc ission which b the basis of
Judge Shea's acceptance of the US DOE policy position; yet US DOE then proceed to issue
US DOE procurement contract B-294910 prior to doing the required NEPA EIS public
process ordered by Judge Shea? (Y4 ecsw? #/ )

4. How is US DOE complying with required NEPA EIS environmental impact issues by
abandoning Yucca Mountain Nevada without consideration of FFTF for a nuclear fuels
materials waste recycle demonstration that could offer major scientific mitigation plus time
and cost savings for which US DOE has legal obligations to address for Washington State,
host communities and commercial utilities of the United States (See attachments #2)?

Options for Re-start of Fast Flux Test Facility must immediately be explored in context of
national energy policy decisions being faced by US DOE, President Obama, Washington
State, Washington Congressional Delegation, Nevada, commercial utilities and host US
DOE communities. Protracted delay of address of our nations critical nuclear

energy options means we are rapidly declining from being the world's nuclear power R&D
leader as all major industrial nations go forward; with thousands of good paying jobs being
lost overseas.

Please provide answers to these questions as quickly as you can. Thank you.

Claude L. Oliver
Former Benton County Commissioner

Tuesday, January 26, 2010 AOL: ClaudeOliver
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Commentor No. 23 (cont’d): Claude L. Oliver

Atacimse ¥/
Board of County Commissioners Clande . Giver
3 BENTON COUNTY DISTRICT 3

P.0. Box 190 + Prosser, WA 99350-0190
FPhone (509) 786-5600 or {509) 736-3080
Fax (509) 786-5625

August 31, 2005

Mr. David A Ashen Mr. Gregory Friedman, Investigator General
Government Accountability Offics us of Energy

441 G Strest, N.W. Washington DC 20585

Washington DC

Deterrwination of US DOE Authority to Contract the FFTF Closure Project,
Procurement B-29491¢

WMr. Ashen & Mr. Friedman

The Richland Office of the United States Department of Encrgy (US DOE RL) has publicly staied their
inteation to let a procurement contract for the teardown of the Fast Flux Test Facility and support facilities
(FFTF) located al Richland, Washington. Docs US DOE-RL have legal suthority for fusuance of this
contract? Your review iy requested.

The FFTF Closure Project was before U.S. District- Court Judge Edward F. Shea in Benton Courity v. US
DOE in November 2002. Sudge Shea ruled an February 28, 2003, [CT-02-5100-EFS]

‘The FFTF Closure Project Plan was first issued in Tuly 2002. This plan {or Decontamination and
Dwmmofmmﬂmmmmbmmu,mwhmmmmmmm
‘Compensatian, and Liability Act
(CERCILA). [HwHuﬂ'old,DE-AMRLBZW WMIMIMU!,MW Docember 19,
2002]. Ths(ERﬂ.Aplmwuemmedb}BﬂhnwmynbdngbcymﬂmmcoIhﬂhmm

Decision (Richardson ROD), Jamary 19,2001, [Fhuor Hanford, DE-ACDS-6RL13200, Modificaion
M172, page C-89, Deber 19, 20021

In respanse to the Berdon County law suit, the US Justios Department offered Exchibit D (o Judge Shea.
Exhibit D is a December 10, 2002, letter (rom US DOE Secretary Abraham to HES

which statcs, “Regarding the Fast Fisoc Test Facility, the Depariment considared the possibtlity of
»estarting this reactor lo help meef future medical isotope needs. ITowever, ofter an exhavstive review, we
conchided that the an}ympomlludffan:lanm“he/admywmmwnbkmluvethdam
decided to pr ) the his fucilly...

In the Shea ORDER, “The DOE ackiowledges that it will have to prepare an EIS prior to deciding ona
decommission plan. 10 CFR Pt 102} (@ App. 3 (d) (4). As of yet, DOK has not décided what tha “end

state” for the FFTF facility should be. The DOE personnel communications the County has pointed to is
evidence that the DOE iss only currently engaging in picnning, and that no final decommissioning approach
has been selected. Prior to commisting any resources (o any one of the options for decommissioning, the
DOE mrust prepase an EXS. [NEPA] 40 CFR 1502.2 (§). This ensures the opportunity for pwblic
comment. Upon completion of thé EIS, DOE will have made a final decision on decommissioning that can
be the subject of a lawsuit seeking court review.” [ORDER, p.14, line 2-12

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor N

. 23 (cont’d): Claude L. Oliver

Tudge 8hx it ivalion authority In the 1995 Buvis A (9SEA/FONSI), and
in the NI-PETS Record of Decision (Richardson ROD), January 19, 2001, “... this PEFS incorporated the
1995 EA concerning deactivation by reference, and stated that decommissioning was not addressed due to
the uncertainty regarding the timing of such action and that an ETS would be completed prior to
decommissioning. [ORDER, p3, line 22-25].

“The Court finds that both and. utility. Dx

independent utility is placing the I'HF ittoa mmlogmuyana mdumany mfe mm«m aandlllon
suitable for long-term i

This would wmmzmsmmwmmaom dollars per year. Dwmnml.ulowmg .
independent utility is the ability to remove the FFTF from servics and enswre that no long-term
unacceptable risks exist 10 persons or the enviromment. As a result, the Court finds that it Is nior “umwise”
or “irrational” to undertake deactivation without decommissianing wntil five, ten, thirty years, or never,
ghven the financial savings of deactivating the KFTF...” [ORDER, p. 11, line 9-22]

OnAngmtl] 2004 US DOE published in the Federal Register, a Notice to prepare an EIS for the Proposod

n of the FFTF (DOE/EIS-0364). Public Scoping meetings were held where oral and written
nmnmmwueum Spring 2005 was the estimated issuance date of the Draft EIS, This schedule has now
boen “pushed” mare that one yeat, now expecting 2 completion date of December 2006,

Precurement Rule 216 dictates that 2 contract cannot be awarded prior to the completion of the EIS and
ROD. Any FFTF Closure Praject contract must await compietion of the NEPA EIS wilh a signed
Secretarial Record of Decision. [Sec. 1021.216).

‘Washington State Departmont of Ecology and the US Environmental Protection Agency wrole leter,
Janmary 18, 2005,P “Competing demands for increasingly scarce cleanup resources compel us to focus on

those projects.” Wy is this disputed procurement with questionable anthority still going forward?
The FFTF Closure Project procnrement contract, anticipated to be awartded, appears 10 be in violadon of

Judge Shea’s ruling, 2-28-03. It appears that DOE's auempl 10 ignore Judge Shea’s ruling should be
stopped. Pleaso review this concern, and provide your determinations.

Very truly yours,

g <t

Benton Coumty Conmnissioncy

& Andy Miller, Beaton County Prosecating Attorney
Michael A Witson, NWP, Bcology
Nicholas Ceto, Hanford Project Offics, EPA

Attachments:
1. Exhibit D, Letter, Secretaty Abraham to HHS Thompson, December 10, 2002,
2. Ecology and EPA Ioint Loticr, Janwary 19, 2005.
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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
WASHINGYOMN, D.C. 20201

0CT 0 8 2002
The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Encrgy
Washington, D.C. 20585
Dear Secretary Abrahem:
Iamwnnngrcfoﬂowuponoun:cent of d ing the D
of Energy (DOE) isotope producti Your lmer the Dep: of Health

and Human Services that under yewnsw policy, DOE will no longer sulmdxzc production of
isotopes. In response, I asked the Director of the National Institutes of Health, Elias Zerhouni,
M.D., to undertake a full assessment of the impact of these changes on high-priority research
initiatives. Dr. Zerhouni's staff has been working with Mr. William D. Magwood, IV on your
staff to complete this assessment.

While our staffs are working toward ing that radioisotopes will be available for research
purposes, I remain concerned that there may 'be insufficient quantities of radioisotopes for

and purp in the Jarger copumunity. It was brought to my attention that
the demand formudmal isotopes may exceed the supply in the near fature. As Iunderstand it, as
much as 90 percent of - nppmru.! medical isotopes used in the United States are produced abroad,
primarily in Canada, but also in Europe (including Russia), Israel, and South Africa. In addition,
many U.S. ndzophsrmuccuuc:l firms are owned by Somgn parent companies. Thus, the United
States may be unduly d dent on . The U.S. medical
radioisotope supply depmds on production ﬂw we cannot control, and we cannot assure that
radioisotopes can be reliably and securely jmj

Nuclear medicine has become 2 prominent modality and is certain to increase in use in fumre
years as additional diagnostic and treatment uses are created. I understand that shortages of
radioisotopes have occurred in the recent past. I am aware of and encouraged by DOE's recently
anmounced initiative to convert uranium stored at Oak Ridge National Laboratory to medical
isotopes for use in cancer research. I am also aware that DOE is currently considering a proposal
by the Commumty ReU:e Agency (CRA) to redeploy the Fast Flux Test Facility atﬁmfod The
CRA plan includ and medical di and
treatment purposes. “The Depatmeux of Health lnd Human Services is not in a position to make a
on the technical mexits and ic feasibility of the CRA proposal; but given that
one of its intentions is to increase the supply of radioi: for medical and reduce
the nation's dependence on foreign sources, I ask you to give the proposal every consideration.

Tbompson
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Medical-Isotopes Sector Faces Another Supply Shortfall - WS.com
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Supply Wou s Hit Isotopes Sector

Article Comments

SavaThis 3

JON KamP
Overlapping reactor outages will soon rattle the supply chain for medical-scanning isotopes,
causing fresh headaches for patients, doctors and companies that have dealt with repeated
shortages in recent years.

This time, companies including Cardinal Health inc. and Covidien PLC say advanced warming
about a key coming plant outage helped them prepare. But the isotopes’ very short lfespan
‘means no ane can stockplle supplies, and more than half the world's production capacty wil
be shutterad for about a month starting in mid-February.

Govidien told customers in a recent letter that i is using a “mulbfaceted” approach, but that
“periods of significant shortages will sl occur.”

One of the top producers of material used to make isotopes, a reactor in Canada, has been
sidelined since last May 10 fix a heavy-water leak, and the latest estimate [s for a return by
Iate March.

That Is deiayed rom earier estimates, which means the outaga wil overiap wih a planned
maintenance shutdown at the other major producer, n the Nethertands, which Is slated to
begin Feb. 19 and last six months.

The reactors produce material called molybdenum-99 that decays into technetium-99mm, which
is the world's most commonly used medical isotope.It s frequently used in scans to check for
heart problems and cancer; there are an estimated 20 milion nuclear medicine procedures n
the U.S. each year.

The Canadian and Dutch plants are crucial global suppliers and particularly important for the
USS.. where they are used to make nearly all isotopes. But both aging facilties have had
issues and outages in recent years that have forced the industry 1o scramble for aternatives.

The supply chain is complex. In North America, MDS Inc.'s Nordion unit performs additiona!
processing of material from the Canadian facilty and then two companies—Covidien and
privately held Lantheus Medical imaging—make generators that produca the medical isotope.

These are distriouted to hospltals and through radiopharmacies, where Gardinal has the
biggest business.

Covidien, which gets most resources from the Dutch plant, is managing the loaming shortfall
by readying supplias of thallium, which Is an older isolope used in heart scans; tapping
‘molybdenum from other Europsan reactors: and working with customers on efficiently using
the isotopes they have.

The company announced plans last month to sell its radiopharmacy business to Triad
Isotopes, Inc. for undisclosed terms in a deal expected to close in the second quarter.
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The Secretary of Energy-
Washingten, DC 20685

December 19, 2002

2002-017662

Tho Honotable Thampson
Secretary of Health and Huroen Services
‘Wazhington, D.C. 20201 .

Dear Secestary Thompson:

Thank you for yout continued intercst in {sotope availability. Tam cotfident that
_Dr. Elfas Zovhounf mud vr, William D, Magwood, IV and their resipective staffy
“will come tn 3 timely sompledon of their assssansent of the impac: of pelicy and
funding chenges on the avaitability of isctapes to support importa: t research
activizies.

Tam sbous the funr ilability of redi idca needed for

znd diagnostic paxpases. For this reason, the Department of Enery,y (8 comemitted
to assuning thomn!ncm- vt“vmblnu S. mp-hiﬂ:yw prodnee | ‘mpartant
ressaml

igotopes, As an exampls, wo

Facility, 2 new produstion cqu.bm,ty at d:z Los Almxns mGm Science Center
umwﬂlemablunm, tion of a range of short-lived tiotopes vital

to many rasezrch cfforts. The lotope Production Facility will be cperations! fo
lase 2003. kn addition, a conceptusi dxmh-sbeun developod for 1 new
70 million electron vol o the tior of m=ny
medical isotopes. These activilies, smdﬂtwﬁﬁ ong,m.ng pNML.B cfhotnpa
st research reactors operated by the
enable key medical research<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>